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N enquiry into the beginnings and history of Sanskrit Gram-
mar is in itself an interesting subject, and has always been
considered of importance since Profr. von Roth first opened
the way"), but it is at present imperatively necessary for several
reasons, that something should be attempted, even if success be
doubtful, and this must be my excuse for the present attempt.

Perhaps few will now assent to the late Profr. Goldstiicker’s
claim on behalf of the Vedic commentators that they did not
content themselves with copying their predecessors, but that they
endeavoured to show “that the interpretations which they give
are consistent with the grammatical requirements of
the language itself”. But whatever may be the value of
the commentators application of Sanskrit Grammar to the inter-
pretation of texts, the oldest treatises on that subject are the
only remaining monuments of an important stage in the develop-
ment of the Sanskrit language®. It is thus indispensable to the
history of Indian thought, that it should be determined as ac-

1) By his “Zur Literatur und Geschichte des Weda” published in 1846. Since then
our knowledge of this subject has been advanced in many ways by Weber, Benfey, Max Miiller,
\Vhltney, Regmer, Goldstiicker, Kxelhorn, Eggehng and others whose works I have quoted
on nearly every page, and without which I could not haye attempted this enquiry. Equally
am I indebted to Senart’s Pischel’s and D’Alwis’s works on Pali and Prakrit Grammar.

2) “Panini’s Place” (sep. imp.), p. 243.

3) Benfey (“Einleitung in die Grammatik der Vedischen Sprache” p.3) says: “Diirfen
wir unbedenklich die, wenn auch ziemlich grell klingende, Antithese aussprechen, dass uns
von den Indern....auf der einen Seite die wunderbarste Sprache ohne eine sich auf sie
stiitzende Grammatik hinterlassen ist, auf der andern dagegen die wunderbarste Grammatik
ohne die Sprache, auf welche sie gestiitzt ist,”
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curately as possible, what is the condition of these texts, and un-
der what influences they have been altered, if it cannot be as-
sumed that they have been preserved intact. It then remains
to see what principles guided the authors in their work.

Without a preliminary determination of these points it ap-
pears to me hazardous to use this great branch of Sanskrit lite-
‘rature as a means to solve historical problems, or for philological
purposes. I have here attempted a new way of considering the
problem—by examining what were the system and technical terms
used before Panini wrote his great work. Itis well known that -
he was not the first, though he was the greatest of Indian gram-
marians, and chance having led me to discover a treatise which
is said to be of the Aindra School, I soon found that the differ-
ences between the schools of Sanskrit Grammar must depend
rather on system than on matter, and applying the scanty,informa-
tion which the Tolkappiyam gave me, to the Sanskrit texts, I
found that a number of hitherto unplaced works must represent
the system or systems current before Panini, though they cannot
be in an intact condition. It cannot be for a moment supposed
that Panini’s numerous predecessors did not differ in details of
system, as well as in details of doctrine, but I think that, for the
reasons I have given in this monograph, they all constitute a class
which may be termed the Aindra School, as they agree among
themselves in a marked way and equally differ from Panini, as
regards their system. ' .

The historical value of Sanskrit texts being yet undetermined,
I have thought it necessary to enquire briefly into this question,
and have given my reasons for trusting, so far, the texts of gram-
matical works. This should logically come first, but briefly as
I have treated the matter, it fills several pages, so I have put it as
Appendix A.
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- The question I have enquired into in the first part, also requires
an historical solution; a beginning is attempted in Appendix B.
Such enquiries as these are not only more necessary now than
before, but are also possible at last. If the recollection of 1875
be rendered mournful to philologists by the loss of Ewald, Cors-
sen, Bleek and Ebel, this year has seen the completion of grand
works such as have never been done before—Bohtlingk and
Roth’s Sanskrit Dictionary and its necessary complerr—x‘ent—C}lil-
ders’ Pali Dictionary. With these books at hand, Indian philolo-
gists must, and can, entertain larger views, and exercise a more
fruitful activity than they have, as yet, ventured to do.

Tanjore,
1st November 1875, ' A. B.



Transliteration.

For Sanskrit, I have used the system that I have always followed,
and which is very near that used for Pali by Fausbdll.
For Tamil, I have used the following:
a, 8,1, 1, u, §, &, e (long), §, o (long), ai, au.
k@,n; 8@, 85 t@,n; t@,n; p)ym; y, 1, L, v, L1127
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ON THE AINORA GRAMMAR.

MUcH attention has been paid to the Sanskrit Grammars of late years,
as perhaps the most remarkable part of the Indian literature excluding
the Vedas!; but, as yet, little has been done to investigate the relations
of the several acknowledged schools of grammarians, or to show their
historical connexion.

Eight different schools of Grammar are commonly mentioned in India®).
Of these, Panini’s system has long superseded all others; Cakatayana’s
and Jinendra’s are still known by existing MSS.; Candra (-gomin)’s Grammar
exists in a Tibetan version®, and four other schools (of Indra, Kaga-
kritsna, Apigali and Amara) are known by name or by an occasional quo-
tation. Students of Sanskrit literature must have long ago remarked that
this enumeration is apparently defective, as there is a large amount of gram-
matical literature (e.g. the Pratigakhyas), existing in that language which
cannot apparently be brought under any one of these schools, and must,
thus, have been led to question the value of Vopadeva’s statement; but I
hope to be able to show here that this is not to be done. Of all the eight

1) Because (as far as we know) it is independent. v. Max Miiller’s “ Ancient Sanskrit Liter-
ature” pp. 158, ffg. Aufrecht’s “Unadi Stutras” p. viii.
2)By Vopadeva (18th century), “Dhatupatha” (Introd. gl. 2.)
Indrag Candrak Kagakritsn-’Apigali ¢akatayanah |
Paniny-Amara-Jainendra jayanty ashta 'digabdikak |l
This was first noticed by Colebrooke (“Essays”, orig. ed. ii., p. 39). Vopadeva’s date (12th
century) is well known. (Aufrecht, “Catalogus” p. 174 b. etc.) Westergaard (“Radices Lingue®
Sanskrite” p. v.) puts him a little earlier but in the same century. He is said to have lived
at Devagiri in the Deccan.
Durgacarya, in his commentary on Yaska (i., 20), says: “Vyakaranam ashtadha”. I am
unable to fix his date, but his style is modern.
8)To be found in the “Tandjur” (Bstan-hgyur); see Schiefner’s article “Ueber die logi-
schen und grammatischen Werke im Tandjur” (in “Bulletin de la classe des sciences historiques
etoa de I' Académie Impériale des sciences de Saint-Pétersbourg”. iv. col. 294). No. 3604. “Can-
dravyakaranasiitranama. Lun-du ston-pa ¢andra-pa’i mdo Ses-bya-va, in 8 capiteln.” This
was in siitras as quotations by Xirasvamin and others show. It is said to approach Pani-
ni’s school. I should remark that the better known Grammar by Hemacandra (12th century)
appears to be quoted ocoasionally as the Candra Grammar.



2 On the Aindra Grammar. .

schools of Grammar already mentioned, that of Indra is the one which
apparently is most open to doubt; the older grammarians (I believe)
never mention the Aindra Grammar, and hence, the frequent references
to it in other works seem questionable. I shall here give reasons for
believing that the Aindra was the oldest school of the Sanskrit Gram-
marians; that Aindra treatises were actually known to, and quoted by
Panini and others; and that Aindra treatises still exist in the Pratigakhyas,
Katantra and similar works, though they have been partly recast and
corrected. '

Firstly, I shall collect such references to the Aindra Grammar as 1
have been able to find, from the more recent up to the older Sanskrit
literature, and in Chinese and Tibetan texts.

I.

In the twelfth century, besides the passage of Vopadeva, already
quoted, we have a legend in the Kathisaritsigara of Somadeva of
Cashmere. In this collection of stories, Katyayana the grammarian
relates!) that Varsha had a great many pupils among whom was Panini,
who was a sad dunce, and lazy in the service due to his teacher and his
wife. Varsha's wife accordingly dismissed him, but he (the story runs)
«grieved and desirous of knowledge went for penance to the Himalaya.”
There, “a new Grammar introductory to all science” was obtained by
him from Indugekhara (Qiva) pleased by his stern austerity. ¢«Having
returned from thence, he challenged me (i. e. Kiatyayana) to a dispute,
and seven days passed since the disputation of us two began. On the
eighth day, he being conquered by me, at once a fearful noise was made by
Qambhu in the sky. Thus my Aindra Grammar was destroyed on the

1) Ed. Brockhaus, i., p. 81 (Tar. iv., 20-25). This passage has already been quoted by

Goldstiicker and others.
Atha kalena Varshasya gishyavargo mahan abhit |
tatrai 'kak Paninir nama jadabuddhitaro ’bhavat ||
sa gugriishapariklishtah preshito Varshabharyaya |
agacchat tapase khinno vidyakamo Himalayam ||
tatra tivrena tapasa toshitad Indugekharat |
sarvavidyamukham tena praptam vyakaranam navam ||
tatag oa 'gatya mam eva vadaya 'hvayate sma sah |
pravritte ca 'vayor vade prayatah sapta vasarak ||
ashtame 'hni maya tasmin jite tatsamanantaram |
nabhaksthena mahaghoro hiimkarak Gambhuna kritak ||
tena pranashtam Aindram tad'asmadvyakaranam bhuvi |
jitak Papinnia sarve mirkhibhiita vayam punah ||
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)

earth; we all conquered by Panini became stupid again.” The story is
an absurd one, and is useful only to show that an Aindra school of gram-
mar was known in the 10th century and that it was said to have been
superseded by Panini’s. It can, however, ‘be traced back to a far older
work, the «Brihatkathamanjari” (from which the «Kathasaritsagara” was
compiled) of which I discovered some MSS. at Tanjore in 1871, and
Dr. Bithler another (in 1872) in Gujarat'). Every feature of the story,
as already told, is to be found here?). The date of the Brihatkathaman-
jarl is uncertain, but it must be-some centuries older than the Katha-
saritsagara which belongs to the beginning of the twelfth century A. D.%

Hiouen-Thsang, the Chinese Buddhist pilgrim, who travelled in India
from 629-645 A. D., mentions the town of Calatura as being distinguished
as Panini’s native place, and relates a story not quite unlike what has just
been given. He says: «“Dans la haute antiquité, les mots de la langue
étaient extrémement nombreux; mais quand le monde eut été détruit,
T'univers se trouva vide et désert. Des dieux d’une longévité extraordinaire
descendirent sur la terre pour servir de guides aux peuples. Telle fut
Dorigine des lettres et dés livres. A partir de cette époque, leur source
’agrandit et dépassa les bornes. Le dieu Fan (Brahma) et le roi du
ciel (Indra) é&tablirent des rdgles et se conformérent au temps. Des
Richis hérétiques composérent chacun des mots. Les hommes les pri-
rent pour moddles, continudrent leur ceuvre, et travaillérent & l’envi
pour en conserver la tradition; mais les étudiants faisaient de vains
efforts, et il leur était difficile d’en approfondir le sens. A 1’époque
ou la vie des hommes était réduite & cent ans, on vit paraitre le Richi
Po-ni-ni (Panini), qui était instruit dés sa naissance et possédait un
vaste savoir. Affligé de l'ignorance du siécle, il voulut retrancher les
notions vagues et fausses, débarasser la langue des mots superflus et en
fixer les lois. Comme il voyageait pour faire des recherches et s’in-
struire, il rencontra le dieu Tseu-thsai (Igvara Déva), et lui exposa

1) “Academy” for 15th Sept. 1871, p. 447. Indian Antiquary i., p. 802 fig.
2) The text runs (Tanjore, 4880; Upakoqacantam, ¢l. 8 fig.):
Vyalendradnttasahlte sarvajne mayi vigrute |
Papinir nama Varshasya gishyah sarvajadagrayah ||
. tapasa Qamkarat prapys navam vyakaranam vagi |
dinany ashtau vivade me ’prativadisamo 'bhavat ||
maya jite tatas tasmin hiimkarena vimohayan |
jahara * * ¥ * p3q ai(n)dravyakaranasmritim || ("naismri’® MS. a
reading which shows that this is a 8. Indian M8.). No. 10.281 has the missing syllables sup-
plied by a second hand —no Harak ko(pad). ’
8) “Kathasaritsagara” Ed. Brockhaus, i., p. viii.

1%
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le plan de l'ouvrage qu’il méditait. A merveille! lui dit le dieu
Tseu-thsai; ‘vous pouvez compter sur mon secours’. Aprés avoir
regu ses instructions, le Richi se retira. Il se livra alors & des re-
cherches profondes, et déploya toute la vigueur de son esprit. Il recueil-
lit une multitude d’expressions, et composa un livre de mots") qui
renfermait mille ¢lokas;. . . . cet ouvrage est encore. . . . en grand honneur’’2).,

Again in the life of Hiouen-Thsang (by his contemporaries Hoei-Li
and Yen-Thsong) in the account of the learned monk’s study of Sanskrit
at the convent of Nalanda, we find the following: «Il étudia 3 la fois les
livres des Brahmanes et l’ouvrage appelé Ki-lun, qui traite des carac-
téres Fan de I’ Inde. Leur origine se perd dans I’antiquité, et personne
ne sait qui les a inventés. Au commencement des Kalpas, le roi Fan
(Brahma) les expliqua le premier, et les transmit aux Dévas et aux
hommes. Comme ces.caractéres furent expliqués par Brahm 4, on les appela
pour cette raison Fan-chou ou Ecriture de Brahma. Le texte primi-
tif était fort étendu et embrassait un million de ¢lokas. C’est 1’ouvrage
qu’on appelait anciennement Pi-kia-lo-lun; mais cette prononciation
est incorrecte. Pour étre exact, il faut dire Pi-ye-kie-la-nan (Vya-
karanam), mot que ’on traduit par Ching-ming-ki-lun (Traité mné-
monique pour la connaissance des sons). On lui a donné ce nom, parce-
qil’il renferme, d’une maniére fort étendue, toutes les régles de la langue,
et sert & les expliquer avec clarté. Dans ’antiquité, au commencement
du Kalpa parfait (Siddhakalpa?), le roi Fan (Brahma) fut le
premier & 1’ expliquer; il comprenait alors un million de ¢lokas. Ensuite,
au commencement du Kalpa stationnaire (Sthitakalpa?), Ti-chi
(Indra) l'abrégea et le rédigea en cent mille ¢lokas. Enfin, dans le
royaume de Gandhara, de 1'Inde du Nord, un brihmane nommé le
Richi Po-ni-ni (Panpini), de la ville de Tou-lo (Galatura), I'abrégea
encore et le rédigea en huit mille ¢glokas. C'est 1’ouvrage qui est maintenant
en usage dans I'Inde. Dans ces derniers temps, un brahmane ’abrégea
encore, & la demande d’un roi de 1I'Inde du Sud ou il était né, et le
rédigea en deux mille cing cents glokas. Cette édition est fort répandue
dans les royaumes des frontidres; mais les savants de I’Inde ne la suivent
point.”®

1) Profr. Max Miiller has identified this (in Chinese Tseu-chou, “un livre de charactéres’)
with “Qabdanugasanam” the real title of Panini’s work. (A. 8. Lit. p. 306, n.)

2) “Mémoires sur les Contrées Occidentales” by 8t. Julien i., pp. 125-7.

8) “Histoire de la vie de Hiouen-Thsang” by 8t. Julien pp. 165-6.




On the Aindra Grammar. | 5

A brief summary of the grammatical system of Panini follows, which
is so correct as to show conclusively that the previous passage (given
above) may be taken as a fair statement of the Indian notions regarding
the origin of the science of grammar as they passed current in the 7th
century A. D.

Again the Buddhist canonical works of the North mention the Indra.

Grammar; in the Avadanacataka it is stated that Qariputra learned it
as a boy.l) :

In the literature of Tibet, which consists almost exclusively of servile
translations of the Sanskrit canonical books known to the Buddhists of
N. India in the seventh and following centuries and of compilations from
that source, the Indra Grammar is mentioned more than once. Bu-ston
states that the first grammar was composed by Sarvajiana (i.e. Giva), but
this never came to Jambudvipa. Then Indra compiled the Indravyakara-
na which Brihaspati studied. This was current in Jambudvipa, but was
surpassed by Panini’s work?. .

Taranatha (a Tibetan Lama) compiled in 1608 A.D. a very remark-
able history of Buddhism in India, in which he, more than once, alludes
to the Indra Grammar, and though the information he gives is clearly
secondary, it substantially agrees with what the Sanskrit authors tell us.
In his account of Panini (whom he makes out to have lived under Nanda
or in the fourth century B. C.), he states that though it is said in Tibet
that the Indravyakarana is earlier, this must be held of the region of the
gods, and not of Aryadega. He adds that Pandits say that the Candra-
vyakarana agrees with Panini’s, and the Kalapa with the Indra Grammar®.

Again in another place, Taranatha, after relating a legend about the
snake-king Gesha’s explanation of Panini’s work (a legend I have often
heard in S. India), goes on to relate that a Brahman named Saptavarman®)
asked Shanmukha (or Karttikeya) to reveal to him the Indra Grammar,
on which the god began: «Siddho varnasamamnayahk,” and Saptavarman

1) Burnouf “Introduction” i., p. 456 “4 seize ans il avait lu la grammaire d’ Indra et vain-
cu tous ceux qui disputaient avec lui.” ofr. Lassen’s.I. A—K. ii, (2nd ed.) p. 477. On the

period of this rather late (secondary or Mahayana) work see Wassiljew’s “Der Buddhismus”
p. 832.

2) Wassiljew in Schiefner’s translation of Taranatha’s Tibetan History of Indian Bud-
dhism, p. 294. '

8) Taranatha’s History of Indian Buddhism, p. 48 (Tibetan text) and p. 54 (of Schiefner’s
German translation). R

4) The Sanskrit MSS. appear to have Sarvavarman, but Taranaths expressly states that
this is wrong, as also Igvaravarman.

e
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thereon at once comprehended all the rest. This Siitra is actually the first
of the Katantra (or Kalapa grammar), and this grammar is certainly of
the Aindra school. Taranatha makes Saptavarman a contemporary of
Kalidasa and Nagarjuna'). In another place a Brahman named Indra-
dhruva is said to have had this grammar revealed to him, and that- it
contained 25,000 ¢lokas?).

The miraculous part of all these legends may be fairly put down to
the theological nature of the civilization prevailing at the times the
several authors wrote or compiled their books. That Taranatha had
really historical records at his disposal is shown by Profr. Wassiljew in
the preface to his Russian translation of Taranatha%.

When we get to the centuries before our era, with one remarkable
exception, all mention of the Indra Grammar appears to be wanting.
In the third section of this paper, I shall show that Panini really quotes
this grammar (or rather school of grammarians) under the name of the
prancah (teachers); but the only direct mention of the Indra Grammar in the
old Sanskrit literature that I can find, is in a quotation by Sayana from
a Brahmana as yet not identified. This mentions Indra as the original
grammariant). '

So much for references which can be shown to be trustworthy, and to
belong to tolerably certain periods of Indian history. There are other
allusions but of uncertain date and value;. such as: “Aindri vag iva” in
the Bhojacampi (of the 16th century), and «Yathartham padam Aindra-
nam” in Durgacarya’s Niruktavritti.

The commentary on the Sarasvatavyakarana also mentions Indra as
the first grammarian®. _

«Indradayo ’pi yasya 'ntam na yayuk ¢abdavaridhes |
prakriyantasya kritsnasya xamo vaktum narak katham” ||

1) u. 8. pp. 60 and 75 respectively.

2) u. 8. pp. 58 and 66. Wassiljew’s “Der Buddhismus,” p. 58, n.

8) Also translated separately into German by Schiefner. It is necessary to remark that
the Tibetan has Taranatha, and not Taranatha as one would expeot.

4) It ocours in Sayana’s introduction to his commentary on the Rig-Veda (vol. i., p. 85, ed.
Max Miller) and runs: “Vag vai paracy avyakrita ’'vadat te deva indram abruvann imam
no vacam vyakurv iti | so ’bravid varam vrinai mahyam oai 'vai 'sha vayave oa saha
grihyata iti tasmad aindravayavah saha pragrihyate | tam indro madhyato 'vakramya
vyakarot | tasmad iyam vyakrita vag udyata iti.” | Sayana understands this to refer to gram-
matical analysis of words, which is the obvious meaning.

5) Bombay edition, gloka 2.
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These references are to the old original Aindra Grammar, but there
are others which appear to refer to a modern Indra or Jaine-’ndra (as
he appears to have been called to distinguish him from the god Indra -
the supposed author of the Aindra Grammar), who lived some time before
the 12th century A.D. Vopadeva, it should be remarked, places him the last
of the eight grammarians he mentionst).

Thus, the references in Jain books to a grammarian named Indra
appear to refer to this grammar. For example, the actual grammatical
text-book of the Jains which passes under the name of Cakatayana, quotes
the opinion of an Indra; the commentary (by Yaxavarman) explains this
name by Indra Acarya, and this is the author of the Jainendra Grammar,
in all probability, as he teaches what is directed by this rule?.

The age and authenticity of this Cakatayanavyakarana are as yet
undetermined. Profr. Biihler? considers it to be the real work that Panini
quotes; but the late Profr. Goldstiicker was always in doubt about it).
If I may express an opinion, it is (as I hope to show) a comparatively
modern recast of an old work. Yaxavarman the commentator on the
Qakatayana Grammar also mentions an Indra in his preface: «Indracandra-
dibhiz ¢abdair yad uktam gabdalaxanam’; but the age of this author is
not known, and this gloka is evidently a copy of Vopadeva’s statement.

To multiply these allusions (as I believe could be done), would be of
no use; for the decisive passages I have quoted, which are from books
of widely different times and sects, Brahmanical and Buddhist, and from
different parts of India, show that there once existed a Sanskrit Grammar
known as the Indra Grammar, and that it was said to have been superse-
ded by the work of Panpini; also that it was reputed to have been the
earliest Sanskrit Grammar. Indian legends are historically worthless,

1) This Jinendra is perhaps quoted by Ujjvaladatta in his Commentary on the Unadi
Sitras (Paniniya). He must have lived about 1250 A, D. See Aufrecht’s edition, p. xiv. '

2) i. 2, 87 “Jarayanas Indrasya ’oi”. C. Jaragabdasya tatsambandhiny anyasamban-
dhini va ajadau supi pare Indrasya ’caryasys matena nasadego bhavati | jarasau jarasak |
ete.” The Jainendra Grammar (p. 21 of Madras MS. 1481) has jaraya nas. This passage
has been kindly found for me by my friend Profr. Oppert. That the Qakatayana Grammar
quotes Aryavajra and Indra (and these only as far as I have seen) was first pointed out
by Dr. Biihler, but without mentioning the place (“Orient und Occident”, iii. p. 182). Is
this Jinendra the author of the “Nyasa” a panjika on the Kagikavritti which is also cited by
Vopadeva? (Colebrooke’s “Essays” ii., p. 40.) -

8) “Orient und Ooccident” ii., pp. 691 ffg.

4)“Panini’s Place” p. 1583 'n. The doubts he expressed hesitatingly here, he stated
much more fully in conversations with me in 1869 and 1870. : :
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but the passages I have quoted show that at several distant parts of
India, and at remote dates such a book did exist, and that Vopadeva did
not retail some idle fiction in mentioning an Aindra School of Grammar.
This fact having been ascertained, it is now possible to follow up the
clues which I have found to the determination of the works belonging
to this school, and to trace their general characteristics.

II.

The fact that an Indra Grammar was commonly reported in India and
elsewhere to have preceded that by Panini, early attracted my attention®),
and for several years I had diligent search made for this important work
in all parts of S. India. It is needless to say that I had MSS. des-
cribed to me with great detail, and more than once; but not even a line
was ever produced, and after some years waiting, I almost made up my
mind that the Aindra Grammar was one of the fictions so common in In-
dia, and gave up the search. I then turned to the grammars of the so-
called Dravidian languages, which, as they are often of considerable age
and imitations of Sanskrit works would, I hoped, throw some light on the
schools of Sanskrit grammar; I soon found that the Tamil and Canarese
grammars had the same technical terms as the Pratigakhyas, Katantra,
and some others; and as it is the oldest Tamil grammar and, therefore,
the oldest of the kind in 8. India, I turned to the Tolkappiyam, as it
seemed likely to furnish the best information. Like all classical Tamil
works, this grammar has a preface by a contemporary of the author, in
this case one Panambaran, who certifies (as I found to my surprise)
that the “aindira-nirainda-tolkappiyam”, i.e. “Tolkappiyam full of (or ac-
cording to) the Aindra (system)” was read in Pandiyan’s (i.e. the Madura
king’s) assembly, and approved by Ajankéttasan?). The author, Tolkap-
piyan, was a Buddhist or Jain, and is unquestionably one of the oldest
Tamil authors. The earliest commentator on this grammar, Nas8inark-
kiniyar, was also originally a Buddhist, but became a convert to the Gaiva
doctrine. It is thus impossible to put the original text much later than
the eighth century; for by the tenth century the whole Pandiya kingdom

1)I first found this fact stated in Profr. Weber’s “Indische Literaturgeschichte” p. 167 n.
2) “Tolkappiyam”, edited by Mayalinyaiyar, (Madras, ¢gal. ¢. 1770 4°.) p.1. My discovery
of this clue was announced in the Academy early in 1874. (Vol. V.)
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had fallen under the orthodox Colas. There is nothing to throw doubt
on these statements which could have been made for no possible reason
if untrue. This discovery at once clears up a difficulty in the Indian
accounts of the Sanskrit Schools of Grammar by bringing the hitherto
unclassified works (which I have already mentioned) into their place.
It also enables one to trace out the chief characteristics of this Aindra
School. To do this, I shall now compare the arrangement and technical
words of the Tolkappiyam with those of the Katantra, Kaccayana’s
Pili GrammarY, and the Pratigakhyas. I shall first show that the
general arrangement of all is much the same. This may be termed
the natural arrangement as opposed to the artificial arrangement of
Panpini. In the latest grammars which re-arrange Panini’s matter in
much the same way?), we see, probably, a reversion to the simpler and
older system. The first two sections®) of the Tolkappiyam only are of
interest here, and owing to the limited scope of the Pratigakhyas® it is
only possible to compare some of the teehnical terms used in them with
those of the other more extensive grammars. I shall occasionally refer
to the Nanail also. This is the most commonly used Tami]l grammar,
and is a professed recast and expansion, in some respects, of the Tolkap-
piyam, but with more Sanskrit terms and close reference to the Ka-
tantra. The date of its composition is apparently some centuries after
the Tolkappiyam, and also after the fall of the great Tamil kingdoms in
the 14th century A. D.

That the arrangement of the Katantra, Kaccayana’s Pali Grammar,
and the Tolkappiyam is really the same will be seen by the following
comparative table:

1) The close connection between Kacoayana's Pali Grammar and the Katantra was noti-
ced first by J. d’Alwis and E. Kuhn (“Kaccayanappakaranae Specimen”, pp.19-21). ofr.
Senart’s edition of the Pali Grammar, p. 2, and Weber’s “Indische Streifen” ii., p. 324. I do
not find that any one noticed the connection between the Katantra and the Pratigakhyas etc.

2) The Prakriyakaumudi and Siddhantakaumudi.

8) The whole comprises three sections: the first contains phonetics and sandhi; the second
forms and syntax; the third comprises rhetoric and prosody.

4) Cfr. Goldstiicker (in the “Academy” vol. i., p 270): “The Pratigakhyas, therefore,
are not grammars; for grammars have to deal with the etymon of words and with the
whole range of linguistic facts, but they are grammatical works, in the sense in which
this term is commonly applied to works dealing with grammatical subjects in general, or
some grammatical topic in particular, for they must teach the phonetic changes which
padas undergo.” -See also Prof. Whitney’s remarks (Ath. pr. p. 249).

2
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Tolkappiyam
A. Eluttadiyaram
(Letters)

§1. Description of Alphabet, §1.

enumeration of letters, and
classes of letters.
2. Peouliar letters.

8. Pronunciation.

4. Sandhi.

5. Do.

6. Sandhi of case terminations
in nouns.

7. Sandhi of final vowels.

8. = Do. consonants.

9. Do. shortened u.

B. ii. Sélladiyaram
(Words)
1. General.
2. Cases and their meanings.
8. Substitution of cases.
4, Vocative case.

5. Of nouns (péya.rﬁéﬁl).

C.
6. Verbs (vinai§§61).

(1.
There are no such forma- s?-. )

tions in Tamil].
D.
7. On particles (idai8801)

8. Peculiar words (uri§§61)
9. Construction eto.

On the Aindra Grammar.

Katantra
Sandhi-prakarana

enumeration of letters, and
classes of letters.

2. Bandhi of vowels.

8. Exceptions.

4. Bandhi of consonants.

5. Do. A eto.

Namacatushtaya etc.

1. Technical terms for cases;
terminations; inflection.

2. Do.

8. Pronouns.

4. Karaka.

5. Samasa.

. Taddhita.

[-J

Akhyataprakarana
1. Voices; tenses ete.
2. Classes of verbs eto.
8. Reduplioation ete.
4. Samprasarapa.
5. Guna.
6. Anushanga.
7. Idagama.

8.
Krit-affixes
8.
4.
5.

6. Alam, khalu ete.

Desoription of Alphsbet, §1.

Kaccayana
Sandhi-kappa

Desoription of Alphabet,
enumeration of letters, and
classes of letters.

Bandhi of vowels.
Exoceptions.

Sandhi of niggahitam!).
Sandhi of prepositions.

2
8.
4
5.

Nama-kappa etc.

1. Case terminations and in-
flection of nouns.

2. Pronouns eto.

8. Irregular nouns.

4,

5. Substitutesfor cases, degrees
of comparison.

6. Karaka.

7. Samasa.

8. Taddhita.

Akhyata-kappa
1. Voices; tenses; person end-
ings.
2. Classes of verbs.
8. Reduplication;
verbs.

irregular

4.

Kita-kappa
1. Krit-affixes.
2.
8.
4.
5.

1) “Grammaire Palie” (Minayeff).p.49. “bindu niggahitam’; “Kacoayana” (by Senart), p. 10.
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It is obvious that the arrangement of all these grammars is simple
and natural. First (A) come phonetics and an elaboraté description of
the alphabet, a feature of the Pratigakhyas also. Next come the four
parts of speech treated in order (B.C.D.E.) and in a simple manner com-
pared with the elaborate and intricate plan of Panini. The identity of
the plans of the Katantra and Kacciyana needs no illustration; the
Tolkappiyam varies (as regards E.) owing to the impossibility of arrang-
ing the Tami] elements in exactly the same way as the Sanskrit, Prakrit
or Pali, and as the uri%8dl words constitute an artificial class.

The arrangement of the Paniniya Grammar in eight books is as
follows: _ .

I. Technical terms; special use of the numbers; ekagesha; rules of
interpretation of the siitras; use of the Atmanepada and Paras-
maipada; explanation of technical terms,

II. Samasa; use of cases; affixes.

II1., IV,, V. Affixes which form verbs and nouns.

VL, VII. Augment and reduplication; accent; inflection.

VIII. Special rules; rules of euphony".

The Grammars which now bear the names of Gakatdyana and Jinen-
dra®, though in fewer chapters, follow the same highly artificial plan
which .is intended to economise space, and reduce the siitras to the
narrowest possible limits.

———

Thus the Aindra Grammars are on a simpler and more natural plan
which is understood at first sight, while Panini’s Grammar is, except to
the initiated, in hopeless confusion?).

If the arrangements of the matter in the Aindra and Paniniya Gram-
mars differ widely, still more so do the technical terms. In the former
these are ordinary words for the most part, though used with a somewhat
special meaning. In the latter they are nearly all highly artificial ab-
breviations or letters used with a particular conventional value assigned

1) For a more detailed acoount see BGhtlingk’s edition of Panini, vol.ii., pp. xxiv-xxxvi.
2)Dr. Biihler has already pointed out the existence of these two grammars in “Orient
und Ocoident”, vol. ii., p. 182. The Jinendra Grammar is among the Leyden MS8S8. at Madras,
and is a Jain M8. Of Cakatayana there are fragments in the same collection, and a complete
.oopy of the text and Unadistitras (in the Malayalam character) among the MSS. I presented i
to the India Office Library in 1870. I have since procured other complete MSS. of the text,
commentary etc., which I have used here. All these are Jain M8S. from the Canarese country.

8)8ee Colebrooke’s remarks, “Essays”, ii., pp. 5-8. Note especially P. viii,, 2, 1.

28
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to them; they are not, in short, really words. The agreement between
the technical terms of the Tolkappiyam on the one hand and Katantra
and similar works on the other is close, while they have really little
in common with those of Panini, though some of their terms are to be
found in the latter. The Grammars which I thus class together have
certain marked differences with one another in respect of a very few
technical terms. These are important as marking stages of development,
but I shall reserve discussion of them till I come to that subject, and
meanwhile remark on the coincidences only.

The first point to be remarked is the fourfold division of words (pada)
into: ndman (noun), dkhyata (verb), upasarga (preposition), and nipata
(particle). This division is found in Yaska', and the terms occur in
the Katantra?), Kaccayana%, and the Pratigakhyast. In Tamil the four

*ww

classes of words are called péyarsstl, vinaissol, idaisg6l, and urisgols);
literally: name-word, act-word, middle-word, peculiar-word. The first is
a literal translation of the Sanskrit ndma(-pada), the second is for kriya;
akhyata being, apparently, untranslatable in Tamil. The two last differ
from the Aindra terms, but for the reason that the Tamil language
has nothing corresponding to the prepositions and particles of Sanskrit.
1dai888] means middle-word, and is the name of affixes and the letters in-
serted between the root and suffix to express the tense; urissdl ‘peculiar-

1) ed. Roth. p. 81 (Nir. i., 1). Profr. Weber (“In. Studien” iv., p. 76) has already remarked
the general identity of the technical terms used by Yaska and the Katyayaniya Pratigakhya
(of the White Yajur Veda).

2) Namacatushtaya and akhyataprakarana are the names of the sections on nouns and
verbs. Nama also ocours in ii., 5, 1 ete. The last chapter is on particles. Nipata occurs in
i, 8, 1.

8) Nama, iv., 1. Akhyatakappa is the title 8¢ the sixth seotion of the work. Upasarga—i.,
5, 10, and in the same place Nipata also.

4) 1. Rig.V. Pr. xii, 5-8. Namakhyatam upasargo nipatag catvary ahuk padajatani
gabdah ete. I quote this from Regnier's edition, as unfortunately, I have not got Profr. Max
Miiller’s at hand. It must be remarked that the chapter in which this text ocours seems to
be an addition to the original text.

2. Taitt. Pratig (ed. Whitney) i., 15; vi., 4; x., 9; xiv., 8 (upasarga). But few technical
terms of general grammar occur in this work. See Profr. Whitney’s remarks on p. 482.

8. Atharva Pratig (ed. Whitney) i., 1. “caturnam padajatanam namakhyatopasarga-
nipatanam sandhyapadyau gunau pratijnam”.

4. Katyayaniya Pratigakhya of the White Yajur Veda (ed. Weber, in “In. Stadien” iv.)
a viii., 52. “Tac(padam) caturdha namakhyatopasarganipatah” ete. This is, however, from
@ chapter which is probably not part of the original work. Nipata oocurs in ii., 16.

5) For these terms see chapters 5-8 of Tolk. ii. which treat of the four kinds of words in
the order given above. ofr. Nannil (Péyariyal) i., 18.
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word’ is the name of adjectives and adverbs. In Tamil there are no pre-
positions or prefixes. Pada! occurs in all these works as the term for
a word.

Now in Panini the parts of speech are treated in a more complicated
way, and only upsarga and nipata are there found, though not with quite
the same significations as in the Aindra Grammar?.

For ndma we find sup and subanta, and for akhyata we find tin®;
both - artificial technical terms, and belonging to a far more advanced
stage of analysis. It is sufficient to point out here that for the old simple
terms, we find in Panini an elaborate classification of nouns and verbs to
suit the grammatical forms and irregularities; the analysis is no longer
philosophical, but according to the forms.

The Tamil Grammar supplies another division of words which we do
not find in the Sanskrit and Pali Grammars, viz: into payupadam and
payapadam; literally: divisible and indivisible words. These words are
nothing more than partial translations of the terms ingyapada and anin-
gyapada which occur in all the Praticakhyas. The commentary of Uvata
on the Rigvedapratigakhya (i., ¢l. 25) explains the word ingya: “ingya-
.gabdena savagraham padam ucyate”. Avagraha is a pause which divides
the component parts of a compound®. '

As regards the terms relating to phonetics, the identity is nearly
complete. In the Tolképpiyam a vowel is called uyirt), that is, ‘breath’

1) Kat. ii., 5, 5; Kaco. iv., 8; Rik. pr. ii., 12; Taitt. pr. i, 1;4; Atharva pr. iii., 95; Katyaya-
niya pr. i, 98. Pratijnasitra, 9. In the Tolkappiyam, mdli (=word), being a translation of
pada, is alone used, it appears. Inthe Nannil, pada is preferred (ii., 1, 1); 801 with the sense
of word is also used.

‘ 2) Goldstiicker (“Panini’s Place” pp. 224-5) has well shown the development in Panini’s
view of nipitas; He says: “Panini teaches that the first and general category to which pre-
positions belong, is that of nipatas or particles: he then continues, that they are upsargas
when they are joined to “verbal action” (i.e. to a verb); gatis, if the verbal root to which
they are attached become déveloped into a noun; and that they are karmapravacaniyas
if they are detached and govern a noun. Of such a distinction there is no trace in the
Nirukta”. On p. 222 Goldstiicker shows that Panini used the term upsarga without definition,
and that, consequently, it was already in use. Yaska, however, defines it.

8) Or in the usual -practice tinanta. The Chinese form of this word has been strangely
misunderstood by 8t. Julien (“Histoire de la vie de Hiouen-Thsang”, .pp. 166 and 167), who
puts tryanta (!) for the ti-yen-to of the Chinese text.

4) Regnier says: “mobile, séparable; o’est & dire, divisé en deux parties dans le pada.”

Payu (in Tami)) is to divide or separate; paya is the negative form. These terms appear
first in the Nanniil. The Aningyalaxaia has: aningyam iti bhagapadam na tv asamasapadam,

8) Tolk. i,, 1, 8. )
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or ‘life’. In the Kitantra!), in the Pratigikhyas®) and Kaccidyana?d),
svara or sara (in Pali) is used for ‘vowel’. This word is obviously the
original of ‘uyir’; svara means sound and breath also. A consonant in
the Tolkdppiyam#® is ‘mdy’, ‘feeling’ (the sense) or ‘body’; that is an
‘evident translation of the Sanskrit sparga which is a name of the con-
sonants k to m%. The Katantra and Kaccidyana use only the general term
for all the consonants®)—vyafijana—which appears in the Prati¢ikhyas
with the same sense”. European students of the Tamil grammar with-
_out exception appear to have been ignorant that it is a mere adaptation
from the Sanskrit, and have invented a pretty little allegory about con-
sonants being the body and vowels the life, which thus falls to the ground:
for the terms used, in reality, refer to the physiological nature of the
sounds, and are scientific not fanciful. Vowels are ‘short’ (kuril=hrasva)
and ‘long’ (nedil=dirgha)®. The Tamil Grammar divides the consonants
into vali ‘strong’, meli ‘soft’, and idai or ‘medial’®. The first (k, §, t,
t, p) and second (1, fi, n, n, m) do not correspond to the aghosha and
ghoshavat classes of the Sanskrit and Pali Grammars; the difference in
name is owing to the peculiar phonetic system of Tamil which differs
altogether from the Sanskrit. The idai (or medial) letters (y, r, 1, v,
1 and 1) correspond with the Sanskrit antaisthas'® and the Tamil name
is an exact translation of the Sanskrit. Letters are said in the Tamil
to belong to an inam or class (=varga)'t). The Sanskrit works have a term
for the sibilants (iishmanak) which is common to them!®), but the Tamil
and Pali phonetic systems want corresponding classes. The term for the

1) Kat. i, 1, 2, and 7 ete.

2) Rik. pr. i, 1. Taitt. pr. i., 5. Atharva pr. i, 4. Katyayaniya pr. i., 89, etc. Papiniyagixa, l. 4.

8) Kacoayana, i., 1, 8. ’

4) Tolk. i, 1, 9.

5) Rik. pr. i. 2. Uvata says: “tesham vyanjananam adya vargah spargasanjna veditavyah |

_ spashtekaranah spargak kadayo mantak.” (Tanjore MS. 2,417.)

Taitt. pr. i, 7 ete. Atharva pr. i., 6. Katy. pr. i,, 49. Paniniyagixa, ¢l. 4. Mapdikagixa
(quoted by Profr. Weber) 5, 8. and in similar works.

8) Kat. i, 1, 9. Kaco. i, 1, 6. .

7) Rik. pr. i., 1. Taitt. pr. i., 8. Atharva pr. i., 48. Kat. pr. i, 88.

8) Tolk. i, 1, 8-4.

9) Do. i, 1, 19-21.

10) Kat. i., 1. 14, Rik. pr. i., 2; Atharva pr. i., 80; Katy. pr. iii., 129; Pratijnasitra 9, 17.
Papiniyagixa 7. )

11) Tolk. ii., 1, 18; Kat. i., 1, 10, etc.; Kaco. i., 1, 7; Rik. pr. i.,°2; Taitt. pr. i, 10 eto.

12) Atharva pr. ii., 88. Katyayaniya pr. i., 84 eto. Paniniyagixa, ¢l. 15. Pratijnasttra 9.
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union of one letter with another is in all the Sanskrit works-and in Kac-
cayana also, sandhi; the same is preserved in the Tamil sanji.

As regards the names of letters the Tolkdppiyam affixes -ayaram! to
consonants, yaram® to short vowels and -yaram® to long. This is obvi-
ously an extended applica.tion of the use of -kdra which occurs in all the
Sanskrit treatises including Panini’s®. ’

There are also some terms relative to phonetics, which are common
to the Katantra and to some of the Pratigakhyas, though they are absent
from Kaccayana’s Grammar and the Tolkappiyam; for Pali and Tamil
present nothing to which they can be applied. Such is ndmin as a name
of the vowels, except a, a%; common to all (except Kaccayana) is sandhy-
axara®) =combined letter or diphthong, but such a term would be super-
fluous in Pali and Tamil Grammars. Again samana as a name of the
vowels a to Iri is common to the same?.

" Compared with this system, that of Panini is at once seen to be totally
different. In it there is no occasion for a classification of letters as de-
scribed, for that is effected in a different way by the aid of the Qiva-siitras.
The use of varga to name a class of letters (e.g. ka-varga =k, kh, etc.)
is replaced in Panini’s system by the single letter u suffixed; thus ku
has the same meaning as kavarga. Thus, of the above words mentioned
as occurring in the Aindra treatises, only two (hrasva and dirgha®) occur
in Panini, and then as no part of his system, but merely explanatory.

Distinction is made as to the place in the vocal organs by which the
letters are pronounced, and which is called idam® (place) the literal
translation of sthina which occurs in the Prati¢akhyas'?). In‘the Nannil
idam and tanam (i.e. sthana) are indiscriminately usedt). Idam is
fourfold— uram (breast), kandam (throat), us#i (head), and mikku (nose)

1) Tolk. i, 1, 1.

2) Do. i, 1, 2.

8) Do. i, 1,8. 7

4) Bee Goldstiicker’s “Panini’s Place” pp. 85-42, We find in the Nanniil a further deve-
lopment of this terminology, viz: -kan as the name of the foreign ai and an (Nannil ii., 43).
That this is an innovation appears clearly from Tolk. i., 1, 8.

5) Kat. i., 1, 7. Rik. pr. i,, 17, etc. and Atharva pr. ii., 29.

6) Kat., i., 1, 8. Rik. pr. i., 1. Atharva pr. i., 40. Katyayaniya pr. i., 45.

7) Kat. i, 1, 8. Rik. pr. i,, 1. Taitt. pr. i, 2. Atharva pr. iii., 42.

8) Panini i, 2, 27.

9) Tolk. i., 8, 1.

10).Rik, pr. i, 10 and 11. Taitt. pr. ii., 81. Atharva pr. i., 41, Katyayaniya pr. i., 48.

11) Nannil ii., 17 and 20.
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which obviously correspond with the Sanskrit— uras, kantha, mirddhan
and nasa!)., The enumeration of these sthinas differs much in the Sans-
krit phonetic treatises. With regard to the pronunciation of letters,
muyarsi?) (exertion) is also distinguished; this is an exact translation of
prayatnad). TFor sthana Panini has ésya, prayatna he retains¢).

The length of utterance of a letter is marked by one or more matti-
rai®), which is the Tamil form of the Sanskrit matrd®. This term does
not occur in Panpini.

Coming to the technical words relating to inflection, it is again evi-
dent that the Tamil terms are nothing but translations of the Sanskrit.
The term for case in the Tolkappiyam is vérrumai=+distinguishing’?; this
is the obvious translation of the Sanskrit vibhakti, which is common to
all the works I have grouped together?). The cases in Tamil are first,
second etc.?), answering to the Sanskrit prathama, dvitiya etc., and the
number and use of the cases is made to agree with that of the Sanskrit
Grammar, though very unnecessarily. Thus seven cases and the voca-
tive, or eight!!) are reckoned. In the Katantra etc., the vocative is called
amantrita or amantrana'®); in Tamil it is called vili!®) or ‘calling’ the exact
translation of the former.

1) The Naradagixa (i., 7) knows only three (urak kanthag girag cai'va sthanani tripi van
maye); the Katy. pr. mentions three (i., 10); the Paniniyagixa (13) has eight, like the Mandi-
kigixa.

2) Cfr. Nannil ii., 17.

8) Rik. pr. xiv., 10, Taitt. pr. xvii., 6. Paniniya¢ixa, gl. 12,

4) Papini, i,; 1, 9.

5) Tolk. i., 1, 7. ofr. Nannil, il,, 44-5. The Paniniyagixa (v. 49) and Rik. pr. (xiii., 18)
explains the longth of sounds of one, two or three wmatras by the ories of certain animals.
Here in the Tami] books it is measured by the “winking of the eye” or “snapping the fingers’.

6)Rikpr. i., 6. Atharva pr. i., 88; Katy. pr. i,, 54; Papiniyacixa, ¢l. 16,

7)ii,, 2, 1. Beschi (“Clavis” § p. 18) says: “Casus appellant verrumai, quasi differentia
nominis”. 8o the Commentator Durgasimha says (on Kat. ii., 1, 1, 2): “arthasya vibhanja-
nad vibhaktaya iti”. )

' 8)Kat. ii,, 1, 1; Kaoce. ii., 1, 8; Atharva. pr. ii., 51; Katy. pr. v, 18.

9) Tolk, ii, 2, 10 fig.

10) L. prathama —Kat. ii., 2, 17. Kaco, iii., 14.—2, dvitiya—Kat, ii., 1, 44; Kaco. iii., 27.—
3. tritiya—Kat. ii., 1, 7; Kace. iii,, 16.—4, caturthi—Kat. ii., 8, 1; Kaco. iii, 28.—5, pancami—
Kat. ii., 4, 20; Kaco, ii., 5, 2.— 6. shashthi—Kat. ii., 8, 1; Kace, iii., 81.—7. saptemi— Kat. i.,
4, 2; Kaco, ii., 8, 8. It is not worth while collecting the few references in the Pratigakhyas ete.

11) Tolk. ii., 2, 2.

12)Kat. ii, 1, 5; Rik. pr, i., 18; Atharva, pr. i, 81; Katy. pr. ii,, 17. Kace. ii,, 1, 5, hds alapana.

18) Tolk. ii., 2, 2.
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Some of these terms occur in Panini, but they form no real part
of the system he uses; by it the names of cases are the case-terminations
with indicative letters attached. For the name of the vocative, besides
amantrita we find in Pagini the term sambuddhi, which is equivalent to
it, and which also occurs in the Katantra.

The technical terms with regard to verbs also show much the same
likeness in the Tamil Grammar on the one hand, and the Katantra and
the like on the other.

A verb (as already said) is called in Tamil vinai which corresponds
to kriya. For the agreement to be complete some representative of
akhyata should be used, but kriya actually occurs in an explanatory
sense!), and is, therefore, probably the older term. The Tamil verb
differs essentially from the Sanskrit, and has only three tenses? with an
imperative. The first are called niyal-p6lusu (now passing time), iranja~ !
poludu (past time) and &ir-pdludu (before time)®. The imperative is
called eval or command‘. These are obviously translations of varta-

' manakila, paroxakala (or bhiitakdla) and bhavishyatkala®); the Tamil
name for the imperative is from the Sanskrit anumati®). Verbs are called
in Tamil either tanvinai (self-verb)” or piravirai (outward-verb), these
terms are evidently translations of the Sanskrit atmanepada and para-
smaipada, but the distinction they mark in Tamil might be better ex-
pregsed, as these two classes of verbs correspond rather to intransitives
and transitives.

‘Some of these terms also occur in Panini, but, as in the case of
those relating to nouns they are mentioned incidentally, and form no
part of his system, which has entirely artificial words as names for '
tenses, composed of 1, a vowel, and t or n. That Panini explains these
symbols by the simple Aindra terms shows that these last were commonly
understood, and are, therefore, the older termss). '

The Tamil language is so entirely different from the Sanskrit that
it is useless to look much further for technical grammatical terms be-

1) Kat. iii, 1, 9. Rik. pr. xii., 8.

2) Tolk. ii., 6, 2.

8) Tolk. ii., 6, 3 and 44. Kala is actually used for ‘tense’ in the Tolkappiyam.

4) Not in the Tolkappiyam apparently; it ocours in the Nannil. :

5) Kat. iii., 1, 11; 18: 15. Kacec. vi., 1, 8; 12; 17, For paroxa see Ath. pr. iv., 84. ofr.
Mahabhashya, f. 7 b. “trayak kalak bhiita-bhavishyad vartamanah”.

6) Kat. iii., 1, 18, -

7) Tolk. ii., 6, 6.
8)e. g. P. iii,, 2, 128: vartamane lat; iii,, 8, 8. bhavishyati gamyadayah.
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longing to the Aindra school. For example, the arrangement of the per-
sons in the temses includes masculine and feminine terminations (for
human beings) and also neuter endings of the third person; this
necessarily renders impossible an adherence to the Sanskrit model!).
A few more terms may, however, be mentioned: 1. ¢ariyai?) which is the
name of letters ingerted between a word and an affix; it is from V gar
‘to resort to’ or ‘to come on,’ and is thus the exact equivalent of the
Sanskrit agama®). 2. The term used in the Tolkdppiyam for the loss or
elision of a letter is kédudal®) from v~ kédu ‘to be destroyed or lost’; this
is exactly the equivalent of lopa%. 3. In the same treatise we find ma-
yakkam®) used as the name of a group of consonants occurring together;
this word is from v~ mayakku ‘to confuse or attract’ and it corresponds
to the samyoga” of the corresponding Sanskrit treatises. Again we find
iru®) which answers to anta as generally used in the Sanskrit-treatises.

The above comparison of the technical terms of the Tolkappiyam
on the one hand, and the Katantra etc. on the other, will, I think,
establish the general identity of system of all these grammars, as I have
already stated®. The comparison (to a limited extent) with the terms
used by Panini prove that these last are far more artificial and precise
and, therefore, more recent than the former. The relation of the two is
just the same as that between the medizeval notation of algebraic pro-
blems and the modern system. Where, for example, Cardan wrote ‘cosa’
and ‘census’ we now put = and 2 19, So where the Aindra Grammars have
an ordinary word used in a technical sense, Panini mostly has a mere
symbol!V), If the series of technical terms that I have just discussed be

1) The name of the personal terminations of verbs is vibhakti (Kace. vi., 1). The Ka-
tantra does not use this word in a sttra, but the commentators assumeit. The Tolkappiyam,
on the other hand, prohibits vérrumai (vibhakti) to verbs (ii., 6, 1), and restricts this term
solely to nouns, no doubt, because the personal terminations to the verbs are at once recog-
nized as pronouns.

2) Tolk. i., 6, 1.

8) Kat. ii., 1, 8; Kaoco. i., 4, 6; Rik. pr. ii,, 11; Taitt. pr. 1, 28; Atharva pr. iii., 78;
Katy. pr. i., 187,

4) Tolk. i., 4, 18 and 20; 5, 15 and 18 eto.

5)Rik. pr. iv., 7; Taitt. pr.. i, 56; Atharva pr. i,, 67; Kat. i,, 2, 1; Kaco. i, 2, 1.

6) Tolk. i., 2, 14.

7)Rik. pr. (i, 7). Taitt. pr. xxi,, 4. Atharva pr. i,, 51.

" 8) Tolk. i, 2, 6 and 38 eto.
9) Above pp.- 11-12,
10) Morley’s “Jerome Cardan” i., p. 222,
11) There are a few a.nubandhas in the Katantra etc, but these must be considered fur-
ther on.
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considered, it will clearly be seen that the terms used in the Tolkappi-
yam, Katantra, and Kaccayana all hang together as parts of one system,
and that the resemblance holds good throughout. Thus the similarity in
the technical terms regarding phonetics is not varied when we come to
inflection, and several terms which can find no place in the Tamil gram-
mar occur in the others!); for these reasons it is safe to presume that
the Pratigakhyas all belong to the same school, though they do not go
beyond phonetics, and so far their evidence is defective.

I shall now collect the conventional (technical) terms discussed above,
giving, firstly, the term used in the Tolkappiyam in its original Sanskrit
form, if possible®), and marked *. Variations are included in ( )
following, the source being indicated. Those words which also occur in
Panini®) are marked by thick type, and additional words not in the Tol-
kappiyam but which occur in all or most of the Grammars that I now
have classed together, are in spaced type.

aghoshavat - upasarga
* aningya (in Pratigakhyas ** uris8ol (upasarga, in all the
anunasika . others)
* gnumati ishman
anushanga (not in the Prati- °k§VW3
¢akhyas) * kéra
anusvara * kila
* gnta, * kriya (akhyata, in all the
* antakstha others) '
akhyata guna
* sgama ghoshavat
* tmanepada jihvamiliya
* amantrita or amantrana : dil:g‘_h‘z )
* ifigya (in Pratigakhyas) * dvitiya ete.®)
** jdaiSol (nipata in all the dhatu (used by Yaska and, be-
others) fore him, by Gakatayana)
npadha dvivacana
upadhmaniya * nadman

1) e. g. upadha. Kat. i., 4, 7; Kaco. Lniga (=Panini’s pratipadika); Kat. ii.,, 1, 1; Kaco.
ii, 1, 2. Pravada is the term in the Rik. pr. (ii., 39). Prof. Max Miiller noticed (in his
A. B. Literature) that Panini was the first to distinguish the genders for which he uses this
word. Anushanga, Kat. fi., 1, 12. Rik. pr. ii., 18; Atharva pr. i, 92. Katy. pr. i., 85.

2) The two that cannot be re-translated are marked * *

8) 4. e. in the siitras of Panini only, I do not include the varttikas eto.

4) I omit tritiya and the other names of cases up to saptami.
8*
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némin (bhavin in the Katy. pr.)
nipata
* pada
parariipa
* parasmaipada
paroxakila (or bhitakala)
prakriti (cfr. Kat.)
pratyaya ’
* prathama
pradhana
* prayatna
bahuvacana
* bhavishyatkala
* bhitakala
* matra
linga (not in Panini with the
same sense;= pravida in
Pratigakhyas)
* lopa
* varga

varna (in Panini, i, 1,9 in sa-
varnpa only)
* vartaminakila
vikriti
* vibhakti
visarjaniya or visarga
vriddhi
vyanjana
* samyoga
* gandhi
sandhyaxara
samina (i.e. varna)
samasa
savarna
* gthana
* gparc¢a
* gvara (originally = vowel or
accent. Panini has it in the
last sense only)
* hrasva

In the above list I have purposely excluded varna and axara as these
terms, though common to the Sanskrit treatises, are not represented in
the Tamil which has éluttu in their place, a word that can be best translat-
ed by likhita. -As I have shown elsewhere!), there are strong reasons
for believing that the Tamil people had an independent system of writ-
ing in use before their language was analysed by grammarians from
the North. The terms relating to samasa are older than Panini, but do
not occur in the Tamil Grammar.

Thus, as far as these terms go, it is clear that if we find almost any
one of them in any treatise, we are certain to find the rest in due course;
but this is not the case if we take Panini’s grammar. I have already given
geveral instances which show the great development in the system of
technical terms as used by the last, compared with the former; I shall
now show that Panini’s use of the Aindra terms proves that they belong
to an older system, and that they probably belong to the system of the
grammarians whom he occasionally quotes as “Prancaa’.

1) “Elements of 8. Indian Paleography”, p. 48.
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The late Profr. Goldstiicker (who first, perhaps, in Europe, mastered
the intricate system of Panini’s grammar) pointed out that the rules
contained in the siitras i., 2, 53—57 explain the innovations made by
Panini as regards the technical terms used by his predecessors in the
science. Goldstiicker’s conclusions are!): .

I «That his (i.e. Panini’s) grammar does not treat of those sanjias
or conventional names which are known and settled otherwise.
II. «That this term sanjna must be understood in our (i.e. Panini’s)
rule to concern only such conventional names as have an etymology.

II. «That it applies also to grammatical terms which admit of an
etymology, but not to those which are merely grammatical symbols.

IV. «That such terms as ti, ghu and bha were known and settled
before Panini’s grammar, but that, nevertheless, they are defined by
Pénini, because they are not etymological terms”?. Papini himself
(., 2, 56) gives examples, viz. pradhana and pratyaya which are, there-
fore, older than his system. .

Now if one examines Panini’s siitras narrowly, it becomes evident that
there are certain terms which he always uses without a definition and
which belong to the Aindra school, whereas he gives definitions of certain
others which belong to the same school, but which he uses in a modified
sense and not as they were originally used. ,

Firstly, as regards Aindra terms which Panini uses without a defini-
tion. These are prathama, dvitiya, tritiya, caturthi, pafcami, shashthi
and saptami as names of cases?). Why Panini uses these terms is evident;
had he restricted himself to his own symbols, his meaning would not
have appeared at all¥) in these particular siitras, and thus he was com-
pelled to use the older terms or sacrifice his principle of the utmost pos-
sible conciseness of expression. The Commentary to the original Cal-
cutta edition, and which is a compilation from earlier similar works, states
in more than one place that these mames of cases are technical terms of
the ¢prancak’ grammarians. - Thus, on P. ii., 3, 13, in which caturthi oc-

1) “Panini's Place” (sep. imp.) p. 166.

2) I shall discuss this view in due course, further on, when I shall attempt to determine
Panini’s innovations.

8) Bee the Index at the end of the second volume of Bohtlingk’s edition of Panini for the
places where these terms oocur.

4) For these sitras refer to the meaning of some exprossions, and not to the grammatical
form,
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curs, this term is explained by: “caturthi 'ti sanjdd pricim”. Again
on siitra ii,, 3, 46, in which prathama occurs, the same explanation is
given. It is unlikely that this statement is without authority, but what
that authority is, I bave as yet failed to discover, though I have examined
the Kagika.vritti and other most likely sources, for this statement. It has
been accepted by Bohtlingk and Goldstiicker, however, but without indi-
cation of the authority on which it rests?); yet considering the nature of
the grammatical teaching given in India, and its absolute reliance on, and
servile imitation of the authorities, such a statement can hardly have
been made without reason, and, therefore, must not be wholly rejected.
The other Aindra terms used by Panini without a definition are: anu-
svara; anta; ekavacana, dvivacana and bahuvacana (of nouns); upasarga;
nipata; dhatu; pratyaya; pradhana; prayatna; bhavishyat (-kala); varta-
mana (-kdla). Besides these one must add nearly all the terms relating
to samésa, but I shall not discuss them as they naturally cannot be found
in Tamil. Thus it is certain that Panini found these conventional terms
already in use, and generally understood.

The Aindra terms of which Panini apparently gives definitions are as
follows: anunasika; atmanepada; amantrita; upadhd; guna; dirgha;
pada; pa'rasmaipada; vibhakti; vriddhi; samyoga; savarna; hrasva. But
it by no means necessarily follows that Panini invented or first used
these terms, for, (as I shall now proceed to show), he has in many cases
improved and made more exact the use of an old term and in other cases
his system required a new definition.

Anunasika. Panini defines this term in i., 1, 8—«mukhanasikavacano
‘nunésikak.” Inthe Pratigakhyas anunasika is the name of the nasals 1,
0, n, etc. and certain other letters in certain positions; here, in Panini,
we find a physiological-explanation which supersedes the enumeration of
particular cases in the earlier books.

1)8ee Bohtlingk’s edition (ii., p. 487, s. v. dvitiya): “Die Endungen des 2ten Casus bei den
Ostlichen Grammatikern” efr. also the passage on p. xii. of the same volume: “Eskommen
némlich in seinem Werke fiir mehrere grammatische Elemente doppelte Kunstausdriicke vor, von
denen der eine ihm selbst eigen ist, der andere dagegen, nach dem Zeugnisse seiner Commen-
tatoren, von den Jstlichen Grammatikern entlehnt ist.” Goldstiicker (“Panini’s Place” p.167
of the sep. imp.) says: “And the commentators apprise us that these words (i. e. prathama, ete.)
were technical names used by the eastern grammarians which are referred to by Panpini fn
some of his rules”. The sources from which the Commentary in the Calcutta edition was taken

are mentioned on the title-page. Prof. Weber has identified the Katyayaniya Pratigakhya with"

the Pracya School, and Goldstiicker (u. s. p. 217) classes the Phit stitras with the same. The
last has only partially the Aindra terms. (See also Kielhorn's edition p. 11.)
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Atmanepada etc. Panini (i., 4, 99) says: “lak parasmaipadam”; in
the next siitra he defines atmanepada—«“tananav atmanepadam”. In the
Katantra and Kaccayana, these words are the name of certain termina-
tions?); here symbols unknown to the earlier works are used, and new
definitions are, therefore, necessary.

Amantrita or amantrana. Panini (ii., 3, 48) says: “sd ’'mantritam.”
This is no real definition, but is merely explanatory.

Upadha. Panini (i., 1, 65) says: “alo 'ntyat pirva upadha.” This
definition differs but very little from that in the older system?), but this
slight change makes very plain the difference between Panpini’s system
and that followed by his predecessors; it is the first word alai. The
reason for this addition is given in the Mahabhashya® viz. to avoid mak-
ing it apply to the indicatory suffixes. Inthe older treatises this precaution
was unnecessary, for they did not use such symbols at all, if we may infer
decisively from the Pratigakhyas and Tolkappiyam, and there are very few
such in the Katantra and in Kaccayana’s Grammar4.

Guna. In the old treatises guna occurs, but a new definition was
necessary in Panini’s Grammar, as he uses the Civa-siitras; he defines it
accordingly by a pratyahara.

Dirgha and hrasva. The old definition was by matras; Panini (i., 2,
27T) gives a new conventional value: i 3 kalo ’j jhrasvadirghaplutas”.

Pada. This is again defined by Panini (i., 4, 14): “suptinantam pa-
dam”; but the definition is obviously necessary as sup and tin are un-
known to the earlier works. The definition in the Katantra® is: «pirva-
parayor arthopalabdhau padam”.

Lopa. Panini (i, 1, 69) says: “adarcanam lopak”. This is really a
new definition, or rather the first; for, elsewhere, the word is simply used
in its ordinary sense without explanation. It evidently refers to written
symbols, and Panini was probably the first grammarian who wrote his
treatise. He also uses some new terms—Ilu and luk, lup, ¢lu.

1) Kat, iii., 1, 1-2, Kaco. p. 221.

2)Kat. (ii, 1, 11)—“antyat pirva upadha”. Atharva pr. i, 92; Katy. pr. i., 85.

8) Mahabh. (Ed. Benares, i., fol. 160, 8.), “Kim idam algrahanam antyavigeshanam? evam
bhavitum arhati | upadhasanjnayam algrahanam autyanirdegag ce 'tsanghatapratishedhak | »
eto.

4)Tt is to be noticed that this definition (in the form “varnad antyat pirva upadha”)
occurs in the Atharva pr. (i., 92) and iu the Katyayaniya pr. (i., 85). Profr. Whitney remarks
that in the Rik pr. upadha has a more general signification (p. 59 of his edition of the Athar--
vapr.). The Taitt. pr. (as Profr. Whitney points out) has not this term.

5)Kat. i., 1, 20. The C. explains “pirvaparayok” by “prakritivibhaktayoh.”
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Vibhakti. Panini (i., 4, 104) defines this term: “vibhaktig ca”. This
siitra is intended to declare that sup and tin are called vibhakti. In the
older books the mere list of terminations was given, here the introduction
of the symbols sup and tini renders explanation necessary.

Vriddhi. The reason for this fresh definition is the same as in the
case of guna.

Samyoga. Here again the use of the Civa-siitras renders a new de-
finition necessary (i., 1, 7)—¢“halo ’nantarak samyogai”. The old defini-
tion (Rik. pr.i., 7) is: “samyogo vyanjanasannipatai which would not suit
the new term for consonants.

Savarna. This is not defined in the older books, but Panini sums up
all their researches on the nature of alphabetic sounds by—tulyasyapra-
yatnam savarpam” (i., 1, 9)—a definition which completely supersedes
the old lists of analogous letters.

Thus of the Aindra terms used by P&nini, he uses the greater number
without definition, and they are, therefore, to be considered as in use
before his time, and this result follows from his own rule!). A somewhat
smaller number of Aindra terms he does define, but it is plain that he
does not use these terms in their old sense, or else that a new and more
precise definition is necessary in consequence of the system of technical
symbols used by him, and by which the old idea is expressed in a new
way. These last instances thus do not fall under his rule, and it does
not, in consequence, follow that he invented these terms.

In making this comparison, I have, as already said, noticed only the
sitras of Panini; it is little likely that these can have been tampered
with or improved to any serious extent, but the case is different with the
subordinate literature such as the Ganapatha etc. The varttikas and
Patanjali’s commentary, as we have them, contain a large number of
Aindra terms (e.g. svara and vyanjana) which do not occur in Panini,
and considering the nature of these texts and their object, viz., to re-
spectively correct and rehabilitate Panini, their presence is evidence
in favour of the view taken above. " If (as has been explained above) the
Commentators are right in identifying the Aindra terms for cases as those
of the Prancak, the opinions of those grammarians as quoted by Panini
should correspond with the works which I have shown to belong to the
Aindra school. Now Panini quotes these grammarians in eight sttras?®.

1)i., 2, 58 ffg.
2) iii., 4, 18; iv., 1, 17. 48. 160; v., 8, 80. 94. 4, 101; viii, 2, 86.




—_ i

On the Aindra Grammar. 25

The first of these is: «“alaikhalvoi pratishedhayoi praecam ktva”, and this
sitra actually occurs in the Katantra!) with the omission of pracam;
what is here taught is, therefore, the doctrine of the school to which the
Katantra belongs. The next threesiitras referred to treat of the formation
of certain feminine nouns, but I cannot trace any similarity in them, nor in
respect of the remaining sitras. Considering the nature of the books we
have for comparison, and that of the complete treatises one is in Pali and
the other in Tami]l both of which necessarily allow of only a limited
adaptation of the original system, and that rather in form than in matter,
this nearly negative result is all that could be expected, and does not really
affect the question.

Whether theidentity of the Aindra School with the Prancas that Panini
quotes be admitted or not, it seems to me that it is impossible generally to
translate this name any longer by ‘“Eastern Grammarians’, and that the
only satisfactory rendering is “Former Grammarians”. Panini does
occasionally use the ambiguous term pranc? in a geographical sense, but
only where the words he refers to, are geographical. In the siitras where
he mentions the grammatical doctrine of the prancah, the Commenta-
tors (e.g. the Kagika vritti) always explain the word pracam by pracam
dcaryanam matena, and as we now know that Panini was a native of

1) vi,, 1. It adds, however, vé and makes it optional.

2) Prano and its derivatives mean both a) ‘former’ or ‘old’, and also &) ‘eastern’ in all
periods of Sanskrit Literature. A few examples will meke this plain:

a. “Sarvadarganasangraha” (p. 122): “Asya ‘pragnasya prativacanam pracyam
mimamsayam pradargi Jaiminina munina”.

“Paribhashendugekhara”, introduction, p. i. (of Dr. Kielhorn's admirable edition): “Pra-
cinavyakaranatantre vacanikany atra Paniniyatantre joapakanyayasiddhani bhashyavarttika-
yor nibaddhani yani paribhasharipani tani vyakhyayante”. Vaidyanatha (in his C. on this
text) explains that the grammarians who preceded Panini were Indra and the like.

Bhattoji Dixita’s “Siddhantakaumudi (Calcutta edition of 1870, vol. ii., p. 188) “Sarve
paxah pracam granthe sthitah”. This refers to the Prakriyeskaumudi and the plural
‘pracam’ is honorific; there could not have well been many authors to one book. Elsewhere
in the 8. K., Bhattoji refers to the same treatise as ‘Pracinaprakriya’. 8o also in his Praudha-
manorama he means the Prakriyakaumudi of Ramacandra and his followers where he men-
tions the ‘prancahk’ or ‘pracinaprakriya’ which he always does with censure.

5. But, on the other hand, even Panini uses the word also with the sense of ‘Eastern’ (ofr. i.,
1, 75), and it is not unusual in this sense in grammatical works. So Xirasvamin (in his
Commentary on the Amarakosha, i., 1, 1, 1) says: “‘tripishtapam’ iti pracyak prayena hy ete
pa(b)au gasau oa vyatyasasya pathanti”. This clearly refers to the Eastern or Bengali pro-
nunciation, as the actusl pronunciation jiba (for jiva) and sapa (for ¢ana) prove. [Profr.
Aufrecht has lately described the I. O. M8, of Xirasvamin in the Zeitschrift d. d. M-G. xxviii.,
pp. 108 ffig. 1 have only a defective MS. (Tanjore, No. 5,680) to refer to, and this differs in
many places from Profr. Aufrecht’s quotations; e. g. in i., 1, 1, 80 there is no mention of the .

. 4
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Calatura"), a glance at the map will show that a geographical meaning
cannot possibly be given to the word. It must also be taken into consi-
deration that even if Panini could have referred to some of his prede-
cessors as ‘Eastern’, yet that such a term could not possibly be conti-
nued (a8 we find is the case) by his successors (e.g. Patanjali) many of
whom lived to the south-east of Panini’s native place; they would rather
have mentioned them by name. .

In an enquiry of this nature small details of corroborative evidence
are not to be neglected, and it is, thus, necessary to remark that the
grammatical terms which are found in the Vedic works are Aindra terms.
There can be no doubt that these words (as used by Grammarians) are
older than Panini, for this reason; as, though, no doubt, the chronology
of the Vedic literature is beset with difficulties, the matter, at least of
the books I am going to quote, can be safely put down as anterior to
Panini; such passages®? can hardly have been interpolated for any con-
ceivable reason.

The first passage occurs in the Taittiriya or first Upanishad of the
Taittiriya Aranyaka (vii,, 1, 2)¥; it runs: ¢ixam vyakhyasyamah | varnah
svaras | matra balam | sama santanak | ity uktak ¢ixadhyayas ||

We find here merely the bare heads of matter to be treated in a pho-
netical compendium such as the ¢ixas now actually in existence in con-
siderable numbers, but varna, svara and matra are actually Aindra terms.

pageatyak, but only the pracyak are referred to. Again in iii., 8, 20 only the udicyak are
referred to.] Again in the Bhela Samhita (a. xiii., 8) we find this word used in the sense of
‘Eastern people’ or Natives of Bengal (f):
Matsyannabhojino nityam pracyak syuk kaphapittinak |
Clipadam galagandam ca prayagas teshu drigyate |l

But it is sufficient to point out the ambiguity of the word and that no general rule can be
given as to its rendering. The possible meanings in Papini appear to be a)former (gram-
marians), b)former (use of the language). To these udac appears as & contrast viz., in the
sense of ‘recent’. Papini, in short, recognizes historical development in Sanskrit. To the
natural objeotion—if Panini’s predecessors are called prancah collectively by him, why then
does he quote individual authors? —the explanation appears to me to be easy and satisfactory,
viz., if he refers to a peculiar doctrine in which all his predecessors were agreed, he men-
tions them ocollectively as Prancak; if however he refers to individual differences, he names
his authority.

1) Near Attock. See Cunningham’s “Ancient Geography of India” i., pp. 57-8.

2) The three first passages have already been noticed by Profr. Max Miiller (A. 8. Lit.
p. 160, 2nd ed.) as containing grammatical terms. In this he follows Profr. Weber (“Indische
Studien” iv., p. 76).

8) Bibl. Indica edition (by Rajendralal Mitra) p. 725. It is useless to give here the inter-
pretations of the numerous Commentators, for they add really nothing; the sense of the passage
is plain enough.
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The Chandogya Upanishad!) mentions sparga, svara and dishman which
are all Aindra terms also.

In the Qatapatha Brahmana? we find: Ne ’d ekavacanena bahuvaca-
nam vyavayame ’ti. We have already seen that ekavacana and bahu-
vacana are Aindra terms. In the Aitareya Brahmana axara, axarapankti,
caturaxara, varna, -kdra and pada® occur; these belong to the same class
of terms. Though few, they imply an advanced analysis of words.

The most important passage from this stand-point is, however, one
in the relatively late Gopatha Brabhmana (i., 24). It runs: “Omkaram
pricchamak ko dhatui kim pratipadikam kim nama ’khyatam kim lingam
kim vacanam ka vibhaktisz kak pratyayak kak svara upasargo nipatak kim
vai vyakaranam ko vikarakt ko vikdri katimatrak kativarnak katyaxarakz
katipadah kak samyogak kim sthandnupradanakaranam ¢ixukak kim uccara-
yanti kim chandat ko varna iti pirve pragnas”¥). This short passage
contains all the chief Aindra terms, but it is by no means the only one
in this Brahmana in which grammatical terms occur®. It is useless to
refer to the Tandya and other Brahmanas of the Sama Veda as in these
many grammatical terms (e. g. vibhakti) are used in a different technical
sense and refer to the Sama chants.

Profr. Weber has already noticed® the grammatical terms which occur
in the Vedic (kalpa) sitras and these (vyanjana; okidra; makara; talu-
sthana; oshtyasthana; pluta; trimatra; sandhyaxara; pragrihya (in the
Gankhayanasiitra); namam (in the Katyayanasiitra) also belong to the
Aindra School. Those tn the Grihyasiitras (which are probably later)
are of a mixed character, but for the most part they and the works based
on them preserve the older terms”.

This result is considerable, as the many terms actually occurring in
Vedic works are Aindra terms, and the absence of the least trace of any

1) Dr. Roer’s edition (in the Bibl. Indica) p. 135 (p. ii., 22, 8 —5).

2) Edited by Dr. A. Weber p. 990. In a note on p. 1018 Profr. Weber shows that at the
time this Brahmana was written, grammar had advanced far enough to identify roots such as
V bhi and \ as. This is supported by many passages in the Aitareya Br. (ed. Haug)—i.,
10; ii., 1; iii., 2 and 29 (Wmad), 89 and 47 (sudha identified with suhita); iv., 6. 29. 82; v.,
5 (jantimshi is said to be jata-vat) etc.

8) Ed. Profr. Haug, P. i, 5; ii., 24; v., 3; ete.

4) I have taken the Bibl. Indica text which I have collated with Tanjore 2,528. This
last omits ‘kak pratyayah’.

5) e. g. axara (i., 18); dvivarna (do.); varpa (do.); oaturmatra (do.); akara (i., 20); eka-
xara (i., 22) eto.

6) “Imdische Studien” iv., p. 75 note.

7) e. g. by Manavadharmagastra ii., 33, a woman’s name is to be dirghavarnanta.

4*
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other systems of conventional terms forming part of a grammatical system,
clearly shows that the Aindra system is the oldest.

Again a comparison of the style of composition of the Katantra, Kac-
cayana’s Grammar, the Pratigakhyas and the Tolkappiyam on the one
hand and that of Panini on the other, shows an immense development in
every way. As far as the differentiation and specialization of the tech-
nical terms is concerned, I have already given some examples'). The
brevity of Panini’s siitras is well known, and the involved arrangement
which he has adopted, perplexes even old students?), on the other hand
the Katantra and similar books present no difficulty worth mentioning?.
Regnier describes, very aptly, the style of the Rigvedapratigakhya in the
following terms: “La méthode du Pratigakhya dans ces trois chapitres
(vii., viii., ix), comme presque partout ailleurs, est tout empirique. Il
se contente généralement d’énumeérer les faits, sans en chercher la raison,
et le petit nombre de régles qu'il établit ne sont fondées, & fort peu d’ex-
ceptions prés, que sur des rencontres et des combinaisons fortuites, ou
sur des analogies toutes mécaniques qui ne s’expliquent, en général, que
par la liberté que cet antique idiome laissait au podte, en ce qui touche
4 la quantité”. The other three Pratigakhyas are more modern in style
and arrangement, especially the ones belonging to the white Yajur and
to the Atharva Vedas®; but in these respects they are nevertheless a
great contrast to Panini’s Grammar. Compared with it the style in which
they are written is simple. They want however the paribhishis and
similar explanations, and in this respect resemble Panini and the later

1) Above pp. 18, 15, 17, 19 note 1, 28.

2) This will be easily seen by taking the Calcutta edition of the Siddantakaumudi and
observing how in any chapter (e. g. inflection of nouns or verbs) the siitras come indifferently
from all parts of Panini's text.

8) Aufrecht (“Catalogus” p. 169) says: “Hac enumeratione singulas grammatioe (i. . Ka-
tantree) partes certa quadam satisque justa ratione dispositas esse vides. Regules ipse vel
sine commentario perspicu® sunt, neque ea brevitate et obscuritate laborant, quibus Panini,
ejusque schola studuerunt”. These words apply equally to Kacoayana's Grammar which is
almost & counterpart of the Katantra, as already shown.

4)Profr. Whitney (Atharva pr. p. 247) says: “It may be said that our treatise is much more
curt and concise, and more ready to pass without notice what may be assumed as already
known, than either of the others. Definitions of terms are far from numerous, and the whole
department of paribhasha, or explanation of modes of phraseology, of extent, bearing, and
application of the rules and the like, which in all the other Pratigakhyas occupies considerable
space, is here almost wanting. This is in part owing to the simpler and less artificial mode
of arrangement adopted in our work.” The Kat. pr. has some Papinean terms, e.g. tin;
Goldstlicker (“Panini’s Place”, pp. 200 ffg.) has already given reasons for believing that this
treatise is in its present state posterior to Panini.
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grammars!), and show that they have not preserved their primitive forms
in all particulars.

A few examples will make this plain as regards the style of the severa.l
works; the development of the technical terms used by Panini has already
been sufficiently exemplified, as well as the several arrangements of matter.

The want of the Givasitras and the consequent absence of pratyaharas
in the works I have grouped together as belonging to the Aindra School,
cause a marked difference of style in these as compared with Panini.
This difference can be easily grasped if the rules referring to the sandhi
of diphthongs be compared. In Panini this is done by a single rule?)—
“eco ’yavayavah”, in which (it is hardly necessary to remark) ‘ec’ stands
for e (o, 0, ai, au) ¢ as we find in the Givasiitras. To express this same
rule in the Katantra four sitras or rules® are necessary, “e ay; ai ay;
oav; au ar.” The same is the case in the rules regarding the sandhi of
consonants. The works I have grouped together as belonging to the
Aindra school, all agree in this respect with the Katantra, wherever they
have to enumerate a series of letters all the letters are mentioned, and
are not expressed by a pratyahara as in Panini¥. But in the last we
find the system carried much further and used to -express collectively a
number of terminations which can be grouped together, e.g. tin stands
for the 9 terminations (of the parasmaipada verb) -ti to -nti. In the
Aindra works all these are severally enumerated.

Again the simplicity of the Aindra treatises®) is very apparent in the
absence of ganas (or a single word of a class followed by another mean-
ing ‘and the like’ to indicate all the words of the class to which a rule
or rules apply), but which exist in Panpini’s grammar in such numbers®.
Profr. Whitney’s remarks”) must be quoted here. He says: “The form
of statement (i. . gana) is characteristic of the Atharva pratigakhya® and

1) Cfr. the extract already given from Kielhorn's “Paribhashendugekhara” (above p. 25).

2)P. vi, 1, 78.

8)Kat. 1, 2, 12-15.

4)Cfr. Kaco. 1, 4, 6, eto.; Rik. pr. introductory lines and 1, 8-12; Atharva pr. 1, 41 and
58 eto.; Taitt. pr. 1, 81 etc.; Katy. pr. 1,65 and 66 ete.; Tolk. i., 1, 3. (=%Of those letters
five a, i, u, 8, 0 are...... short”); 4 (= “Seven a, 1, 1, e, 0, ai, au are...... long”) ete.

5) Except the Atharva pratigakhya which is the most artificial in arrangement of all, though
a8 a scientific treatise it is, in consequence, much simpler and more complete. Whitney (Ath.
pr.) p. 248.

6) There are about 800 in Panini’s Grammar. See Bohtlingk’s edition, vol. II, where most
are given.

7) Atharva pr. 1, 85 (p. 48).

8) In the Ath. pr. there are about 24 ganas,

e o
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of Panini, and of them only. The Vaj. Pr. employs it but once (v. 38), the
others not at all (R. pr. iv., 39, where, for convenience’s sake, a list is
thus referred to in one verse which is given in full in the next, furnishes
but one accidental and insignificant analogy).” The Taittiriya Prati-
¢akhya does not give any satisfactory proof of the use of ganas, as only
three occur (v., 40, Gaityayanadi; xxiii., 11, mandradi; xxiv., 4, axara-
samhitadi), none of which are real ganas or lists of words unconnected
except so far as they come under a rule, and the two last belong to parts
of the treatise which are supposed to be additionsV. The Tolkiappiyam
is also wanting in ganas though they occur in the more recent Nanniil®.
The Katantra and Kaccayana exhibit very few such ganas.

The natural conclusion is that ganas were hardly used by the Aindra
grammarians, and there are signs that Panini was the first to use them
extensively even if he did not invent the system®). Yet again, the
comparison of the subject matter is of importance: It has been repeat-
edly noticed that some of the Prati¢akhyas contain irrelevant matter, and
this is also the case with the Tolkappiyam%. In the last, besides the
strictly grammatical part, the elements of rhetoric and metre, also ob-
servations on the method of teaching are given. So in the Rigveda
Prati¢gakhya the 15th chapter is a description of the method followed in a
Vedic school, and chapters 16, 17 and 18 are on prosody. The Atharva
and Katyayaniya Pratigakhyas include recommendations of Vedic study?.
It is obvious that this inclusion of irrelevant matter is a characteristic
of primitive treatises composed before grammar, etymology, prosody, and
exegesis had been differentiated; a state of things that we find in the
Brahmanas where we must look for the beginning of Indian science. In
these, metrical observations abound, and show that attention was paid
very early to metres. In fact a fairly complete system of prosody could
be gathered from the Brahmanas though they only display the elements of
grammar and etymology®: and so far the older Sanskrit grammars agree

1) S8ee Profr. Whitney’s remarks on p. 482 of his edition.

2) In the Nannil mudal is used as the equivalent of adi.

8) For example he has three ways of expressing a gana: 1) by adi added to the first
word of the class; 2) by prabhriti added to the first word; 3) by the first word
being put in the plural form.

4) Tolk. iii., 9. ofr. Nannil, i.

5) Atharva pr. iv., 101-109. Katy. pr. i., 20-26, viii., 82-34 and 35-42. Taitt. pr. xxiv., 5-6.

8) Cfr. Ait. Br. Gopathabr, eto. passim Profr. Max Miiller has remarked on the etymolo-

gical parts in his Ancient Sanskrit Literature (ed. 2), p. 158, See also Devatadhyaya Brah-
mana, § 3, and my preface (p. v.) in which this passage is compared with a passage in Yaska
(p. 119 of Roth’s edition).
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with the nature of the earliest grammar-studies of the Greeks. Mr. Sayce
says of the labours of the Sophists before Dionysius Thrax that they
resulted in ‘a rough classification of the principal parts of speech for the
purposes of oratorical study; but without the contrast afforded by another
language these classifications could not but remain confused with rhetoric
and devoid of all method and thorough-going arrangement” 1.

Thus from whatever point of view—arrangement, technical terms, style
of composition or contents—we may consider the Aindra treatises (as
I term them), it is plain that, though they differ in some respects between
themselves, they represent a school of grammar older than that of Panini.
It would be interesting to compare the differences, which I have more
than once noticed, but these are special niceties of grammar as applied
to the texts used by different Vedic schools or ¢gakhas® and do not belong
to the science of grammar as understood in a general sense. It would,
therefore, be unsafe to draw any conclusions from them even were the
ascriptions of special doctrines to individual grammarians entirely be-
yond doubt. But this is not the case, and the reason for it is apparent:
hardly any work belonging to the older or middle Sanskrit literature has
escaped extensive rehandling and interpolation; the Aindra treatises
belong to a system older than Panini’s, though there is perhaps reason
to believe that not one of them is, as a whole, older than the grammar
of the last. The influences under which these successive redactions
were made have yet to be traced, but I shall give sufficient proof that
they have been made?). Panini’s grammar has, in all probability, been
little tampered with; we have better warrant for its integrity than in
the case of any other work, but it would be premature to assert that it
is absolutely intact.. Yet, as it is, it furnishes a safe standard of com-
parison, and the result is against the texts of the Pratigakhyas as we
have them, and, above all, against the Gakatayana Grammar.

It follows from the preceding enquiry that by the Aindra Grammar
one must understand a school of grammar, and not a specific work by
an individual; and if the passages in which the Aindra Grammar is
mentioned, and .which I have collected above be examined closely, it

1) “Principles of Comparative Philology” p. 246.

2) Yaska's “Nirukta” (Naig. i. 17): “padaprakritini sarvacarananam parshadani”. The
remarks of Professors Goldstiicker and Whitney are already given on p. 9 note 4. Beealso
Profr. Whitney’s “Or. Studies” i., p. 72. Uvata Bhatta calls the Rikpr. a Parshada.

8) See Appendix. ’
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will be seen that they really bear this meaning, and do not attribute an
actual grammatical treatise to the god Indra. Thus Katyayana is made
to talk of “my Aindra Grammar’, and the Tolkappiyam is “according to
the Aindra (system)”. Indra was fabled to have originated the science of
grammar, but the Indra (or Aindra) Grammar was the primitive gram-
matical science as handed down by various teachers. Of these it is pos-
sible to draw up a considerable list of more or less certain names which
I shall now give as complete as I can, leaving the consideration of exist-
ing works of the school to the end of this monograph, though I shall
mark the names of those to whom existing books are attributed with a+.

Agnivegya, T. Galava, N. P.
Agnivegysyana, T. Gonardiya (?=Patanjali) Mh.
Agrayana, N. Bh.
Atreya, T. Tamil CC. + Gautama, T. (Gautamiyas) Mh.
Anyatareya, Rik. pr. Bh.
Apigali, P. Mh. Bh. Carmagiras, N.
Ahvarakas, T. Cakravarmana, P.
Ukhya, T. Jatikarnya, K.
Uttamottariyas, T. Taitiki, N.
Udicyas, (i.e. some of the in- Taittiriyakas, T.

dividuals named in this list.) Dalbhya, K.
Audumbarayana, N. Pancalas, Rik. pr.
Aupamanyava, N. Paushkarasadi, T. P. (vartt.)
Aupagivi, K. Pracyas, P. (i. e. some of the
Aurpavabha, N. individuals named here.)
Kandamayana, T. Plaxayana,, T.
Kanva, K. Plaxi, T.
Katthakya, N. Badabhikara, T. (or Vadabhi-
Kagakritsna, Mh. Bh. kara)
Kagyapa, K. T. : Babhravya Kramakrit, Rik. pr.
Kunara-Vadava, Mh. Bh. + Bharadvaja, Rik. pr. T. (Bha-
Kaundinya, T. (Sthavira K.) radvajiyas) Mh. Bh.
Kautsa, Rik. pr. + Mandukeya, Rik. pr.
Kauhaliputra, T. Macakiya, T.
Kroshtriyas, Mh. Bh. " Mimamsakas, T.
Kraushtuki, N. + Yﬁ,ska, Rik. pr. T. Mh. Bh.
Gargya, Bik. pr. K. P. Vatsapra, T.
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Vatsya (Ath. pr., C) Gékalya, Rik. pr. K. P.
Varshyayani, N. Mh. Bh. Cakalya (sthavira), Rik. pr.

+ Valmiki, T. Gankhayana, T.
Vedamitra, Rik. pr. Qaityayana, T.

+ Vyali, Vyadi?, Rik. pr.,Mh. Bh. + Gaunaka, K. Ath.pr. P.
Catabalaxa, Maudgalya Sankritya, T.

+ Qakatayana, K. Ath. pr. P., Saunagas?, Mh. Bh.

Mh. Bh. Sthaulashthivin, N.

Qakapani, N. Sphotayana, P.

* Gakala padakrit, Rik. pr. Haritav, T.
Qakalas, Rik. pr.

This list will show that grammatical studies flourished vigorously
long before Panini, and the fact is also evident from the many circum-
stances (incidentally mentioned in the Mahabhashya) which Profr. Weber
has collected®). But up to Panini’s time the direction these studies fol-
lowed was limited, and this was caused by the circumstances under which
grammatical studies arose—the supposed necessity of preserving the
Vedic texts free from change. Thus it was that grammar became a
Vedanga or a science auxiliary to the one great object of study—the Vedic
texts; thus arose in Ancient India the necessity of a complete analysis
of the phonetic elements of these texts. That this analysis was carried
out with great accuracy of observation is shown by the Pratigakhyas;
they record an immense number of trivial facts and even the most un-
important variations, besides cautions against mispronunciations). These’
last are of the greatest interest, for they conclusively show that the ob-
servations were made long before the authors of the Pratigakhyas had
come into contact with the so-called Dravidian races. Of the errors in
pronunciation which arise from this source, and which are perpetuated in
many MSS., we do not find here the least trace. Thus it follows that the

1) I have endeavoured to make this list as complete as possible, and have used for this pur-
pose Profr. Max Miiller's list (A. 8. Lit. as well as Profr. Weber’s essay on the Mahabhashya
in Ind. Studien xiii.) and the editions of the Pratigakhyas already quoted. Rik. pr.=Pratiga-
khya of the Rigveda; T.=Taittirlya pratigakhya; Ath. pr.=Atharva pratigakhya ; K.=Katya-
yaniya; P.=Panini; N.= Yaska’s Nirukta; Mh. Bh.— Mahabhashya. ’

2) “Indische Studien” xiii. pp. 403 ffg. Profr. Weber remarks: “Wie sehr denn auch
der Verf. des Bhashya in der Einleitung iber den Verfall des grammatischen Studiums zu
seiner Zeit klagt, sein Werk selbst, diese reiche darin citirte grammatische Literatur, und
manche anekdotenartige Bemerkung darin, legen denn doch fiir das Gegentheil ein giinstiges
Zeougniss ab.” -

8) Rik. pr. a. xiv.
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physiological analysis of sound which is by far the most remarkable
feature of the Sanskrit Grammar belongs to the oldest stage of the science.

Of the development of the analysis of words and their forms before
Panini, it is also possible to trace something, though not much. For this
materials must be sought in the Brahmanas!). Some of these I have
given already. At the risk of repetition, I shall here sum up the most
important inferences. Indian literature of the earliest periods (like is now
known to have been the case with nearly all nations) was in verse, and
thus matters of prosody occupy the most important part of the discussions
in the Brihmanas, with respect to language. But there are indications
that more than this was attained at an early period. Etymologies of (for
the most part) a very frivolous kind occur in immense numbers. These
show that doubts and difficulties had already arisen with reference to the
ancient rites, and these etymologies are the obvious inventions of theolo-
gians who were driven to this resource to support their own views. But
this led on to more, and the Brahmanas show already® a discrimination
between roots?) and suffixes and grammatical forms. The analysis was,
however, not originally grammatical. On one side, it was applied to
a discussion of the minutest details of the analysis of sound and of the
relations of the Pada and Samhita textst’—hence the Gixas and Pratiga-
khyas. On the other side it was etymological and philosophical—hence
the Nirukta and syntactical discussions as regards the meaning of sen-
tences. Of the early treatises that once existed we have unfortunately
but few representatives, and these are imperfect’); it is, however, not

1) It is greatly to be desired, when the Brahmanas and other Vedio treatises including
the Stutras may be edited, that some one should give a digest of all the matter they may con-
tribute on such heads as: Geography, Grammar, Prosody, Geometry, etc. In 1869 (“Catalogue”,
P 29) I called attention to the importance of parts of the Crauta siitras as regards the early
history of geometry. Dr. Thibaut (in a very remarkable paper read before the Oriental Con-
gress, 1874) has since worked this out with important results. The other heads are not less
worthy of notice; out of the Brahmanas it will be possible to trace the gradual integration of
all Indian knowledge. As regards grammar, see above, pp. 26-7.

2) Bee p. 27 (above) note 2.

8) It is perhaps not unnecessary to point out now that, of late, discussions have arisen
regarding the value of the root-philology, that the objectionable term ‘root’ is not Indian.
The original word ‘dhatu’ means ‘element’; obviously free from the objections raised to ‘root’
which is a mistranslation arising out of the philology of the last century.

4) “Nirukta”, Naig. i, 17 and Durgacarya’s C. on this passage—se 'yam padaprakritik
samhita | samhitai 'va prakritih vikarah padani.” Also Patanjali’s “kani punah gabdanuga-
sanasys prayojanani? raxohagamalaghvasandehah prayojanam”.

5) As seen long ago by Profr. Roth (“Nirukta”, p. xx.).
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difficult to infer with considerable certainty that they were in verse or
¢lokas. The oldest parts of the works which represent the primitive
Sanskrit Grammar are in verse, and we find mention of very extensive
grammatical and other works in ¢lokas (e.g. Vyadi’s «Sangraha”) which
are anterior to Panini).  What relics we still have of the primitive
Sanskrit Grammar show that it must have been tolerably complete, and
there is sufficient to show that these works did not exactly agree a)in
technical terms, or 3)in doctrine, but they agreed generally in their
technical system and used mostly words, not symbols. Further inferences
" would be premature.

Before the time of Panpini, Vyikarana was separately recognized as a
Vedanga, but it is as well to remark that Vyakarana as a science was
intended, not any particular author’s treatise on the subject. The in-
completeness of even the Rikpratigikhya and the fact that it refers to
one ¢akha only of the Rigveda show that it cannot have been the real
Vedanga-Vyakarana, and Panini’s relatively recent date precludes the
supposition?) that his work was the one. That the commentators néver
intended by Vedanga to indicate any single work is shown by such state-
ments as Durgadcarya’s “Vyakaranam ashtadha niruktam caturdagadha”
(om i., 20), and the fact that by Kalpa (also a Vedaiga) no one ever
understood any particular Kalpasiitra out of the many that have existed
and still exisi®. ) )

‘We have seen that the science of grammar existed long before Panini;
but if it be taken into consideration that the earliest grammatical treatises
must have been handed down orally, and that there is little reason to
believe that writing was much used before Panini’s time#), it is difficult
to see how these treatises, repeated as school-books, could have escaped

1) Goldstlicker “Panini’s Place”, p. 80.

2) Goldstlicker (“Panini’s Place” pp. 188-218) dpparently takes Panini's treatise to be
the Vedaiga. See also his remarks in the Academy (July, 9. 1870) pp. 270-1.

8) See the excellent remarks of Profr. Roth, “Nirukta”, pp. xiv-xxii. and Sayana’s C. on
the Rigv. i., p. 34 (ed. Max Miiller). The only possible w\ay to give an intelligible meaning
to the passages which mention the Vedaiga Vyakarana is to understand them as referring to
the science of grammar and not to any special treatise or treatises.

4) 8ee my “Elements of 8. Indian Paleography” pp. 8-8. 1 may here add that writing
as practised in India shows that the analysis of Sanskrit phonetics had been carried out by others
than those by whom the use of writing was introduced; how otherwise can be explained the
absence of a sign for the aspirate, e. g. a8 in kh, gh compared with k and g? Again, it was
applied to the Vedas comparatively late; or why should we see y or v (6. g.) used to write iy
and uv? (ofr. Regnier, “Ktude sur I'idiome des Védas” p. 178 ete.)

b
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modification and interpolation. Enough, however, remains to show con-
clusively that the two most important features of Sanskrit Grammar—the
phonetic analysis and the resolution of words into dhatu and pratyaya—
belong to its earliest stages and that these discoveries were made spon-
taneously in Indiab.

A question naturally arises here—may not the identification of so
many works with the Aindra Grammar, especially as they differ more or
less among themselves, be too wide? May not, in short, some of them
belong to others of the eight schools? The possibility of error which, of
course, exists here seems not to be very material. The enumeration of
eight schools of grammar belongs to the 12th century A.D., as has been
already mentioned, and we certainly have several of these eight treatises
in the condition in which they then were. About Cakatiyana’s and
Jinendra’s Grammars there can be no doubt; both differ from the Aindra
Grammars and Panini’s work in essential points, but they are far nearer
to the last. This is also the case with the Candra Grammar which exists
in "Tibetan, and is known to be a mere improvement on Panini?). The
treatises of Kagakritsna(-i), Apigali and Amara remain, and of these we
have no information; but it is difficult to see how any of the treatises
I term Aindra, can possibly be by these authors; for nearly all these
Aindra treatises profess to be by quite different authors, and there is no
valid reason for supposing that these names have been changed: those
we actually find attached to them are quite as illustrious as even Kaga-
kritsna, Apigali or Amara3).

It appears to me that this last fact shows conclusively that at the time of the redaction of the
Pratigakhyas to their present form the Vedas had already been reduced to writing; without
written Vedas such passéges a8 Rik. pr. xvii,, 14 are quite unintelligible. The authorities who
consider that the Vedas were written at the time the Pratigakhyas were composed are Roth,
Bohtlingk and, of course, Goldstlicker., Those who take the opposite view are Weber, Miller,
Haug and Westergaard. Much in the Pratigakhyas is, it appears to me, older than tritten
Vedas, much also is later; thus both have reason for their views. .

1) It is soarcely necessary to remark that it was Profr. Roth who (in the introduction to
his edition of the Nirukta) first pointed out the necessary course of the development of Sans-
krit Grammar.

2) Taranatha, pp. 117 and 152 respectively. i

8) The Apigali of Panini (vi., 1, 92) was probably a grammarian, but (to judge by a few
quotations) the writer of this name referred to by the more recent authors (and Vopadeva?)
was a lexicographer. He is quoted by Ujjvaladatta (on Upadi s. i., 18 and iv., 174); also by
Sayana (in his Dhatuvritti) and in the Padacandrika (1481 A.D.) as reported by Aufrecht
(Z. d. d. M, @. xxviil,, p. 111), If Vopadeva's Apigali be a lexicographer (as his term ‘gabdika’
would allow) the Amara he mentions may be the author of the Kosha.
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Again it may be said: (akatayana was one of the oldest of the gram-
marians, but his technical terms and system entirely disagree with what
has been shown above to be characteristic of the Aindra School. This is
certainly the case, but I shall show further on!, that, as we have it,
Qakatayana’s Grammar is a redaction of the old work done posterior. to
Panini with a technical system in advance of even Panini. It is for this
reason that Vopadeva mentions Cakatayana, for it is evident from the
works of the eight grammarians that we still possess, that he mentions
them for differences of technical system, and not for differences of doc-
trine: such differences of doctrine as we find actually recorded, or are
possible, are very few and insignificant at the most, and would never have
justified a distinction between grammarians who followed the same sys-
tem of technical terms and arrangement, such as we find Vopadeva actu-
ally makes. Withthe Cakatayana Grammar before us that Vopadeva must
have seen, the mention of this work is intelligible. The differences of
doctrine (as far as I have been able to find) are very small and few be-
tween Panpini, Cakatdyana and Jinendra; the differences between their
technical systems are numerous and important. Lastly it must be re-
marked that though Vopadeva was well acquainted with the Katantra®,
he does not mention it, and must, therefore, have included it under one
of the eight schools which he knew as predecessors in the science. For
these reasons I believe that my conclusions regarding the Aindra Gram-
mar are substantially correct, and that further experience will tend to
strengthen them; except, indeed, the general views of the chronology of
Sanskrit literature as now received, be somehow entirely upset. But
this contingency is barely possible; it is most improbable.

1) 8ee Appendix.

2) The reasons for believing that Vopadeva knew of and used the Katantra are very strong.
a. He has copied some of the Katantra terms, e.g. li for linga as the Commentator (on i., 12)
remarks. b. The Kavyakamadhenu—a commentary on Vopadeva's Kavikalpadruma, and
which is atéributed by so good an authority as Durgadasa to Vopadeva himself —quotes Trilo~
canadasa’s Katantravyittipanjika which was not the first commentary on the Katantra, and
which must, therefore, be long anterior to Vopadeva's date. (Cfr. on this point Aufrecht’s
“Catalogus” pp. 170 and 175). Besides, c. Ujjvaladatta (13th century) quotes the Katantra
though he did not know apparently of Vopadeva who lived a little before him. So Maitreya
Raxita (the oldest writer on dhatus, ofr. Westergaard’s “Radices” p. ii.) also quotes the Kalapa
(or Katantra) Grammar.
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II1.

It is now necessary to consider if it be possible to trace in any way
the innovations Panini made in the treatment of Sanskrit Grammar; it
appears to me that this can be done successfully to a very considerable
extent, though a difference of opinion must always exist as to a few
details. »

There can be no question that Panini’s Grammar made an epoch in
Indian literature; his name occurs everywhere, his treatise soon supersed-
ed all others, and has exercised the ingenuity of a countless number of
followers. Certainly, for near two thousand years, Panini’s word has been

law in India on all questions of grammar. It is evident that for it to .

have gained such a position of authority in so conservative a country as
India, it must have been vastly superior in the eyes of the Brahmans to
all the numerous treatises which must have been in existence before
Panini’s time: the Tibetan writers) (whatever may have been their authority
for saying s0) cannot be far wrong in making out that Panini’s work was
the first complete and systematic treatise on Grammar. It is also tolera-
bly plain that the circumstances under which this book was composed
differed greatly from the older stage of Indian history; without some con-
tact with foreign peoples and bitter disputes among religious sects at
home, such highly developed enquiry into language as Panini’s treatise
displays, is contrary to all experience. Until Greeks began to teach
their language to the Romans, grammar made but little progress?), and the
origin of Arabic and Hebrew Grammar is due to the contact ‘of the Semitic
races of Arabia with Persians, Syrians and other foreigners. The latest
and most probable conclusions as to the date of Panini point to such a
period in Indian events, when Buddhism had become a prominent, if not

the most prominent, religion in Northern India, and an intercourse with -

the Persians and Greeks had begun which soon became of vast importance
owing to the long continuance of the Bactrian kingdom. The influence
of Buddhism on grammatical studies has been lately pointed out by
Mr. Sayce; he says®: «it is very possible that the Sanskrit grammarians
were excited to their work by the native dialects, which had been quicken-
ed into activity and raised to the level of respectability by the spread of

1) Taranatha (by Schiefner) pp. 48 and 54 respectively.
2) Teuffel, “Geschichte der Rémischen Literatur”, § 50.
8) “Prinociples of Comparative Philology”, p. 246.
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Buddhism.” This remark is, I believe, new, but it is perfectly just. Ob-
servations of dialectic variations of pronunciation and of forms of words
occur very early in the Sanskrit grammatical literature, and if they are
not to be found in Panini’s Grammar it is evident that the system of the
work precludes insertion of such matter. There are several notices of
provincialisms in the Mahabhashya which have been collected by Profr.
Weber!), and the Mimamsa satras attributed to Jaimini also shew that
foreign or local words were early noticed even in the Vedas?. Panini’s
siitras mention several foreign kingdoms, though it is not, perhaps, alto-
gether safe to assume that some are not interpolations. Thus circum-
stances would lead, at the period when Panini lived, to a far more com-
prehensive and philosophical study of language than had as yet obtained,
remarkable in every way though the results already arrived at were; and,
as there is much reason to believe that Sanskrit was, at that time, rapidly
becoming extinct, this must also have led to increased zeal in observing
and classifying facts. The history of grammatical studies in many other
countries points irresistably to this conclusion. .

Panini’s innovations come (as far as I have been able to trace them)
under four heads: (1)the invention of the Givasiitras and of the use of
pratyaharas for groups of terminations; also the extensive use of ganas, if
not their invention; (2) the invention of a new system of anubandhas; (3) the
invention or more exact use of several technical terms; (4)the use of a
technical syntax and a more elaborate system of siitras.

1. The entire absence of the Civasiitras as part of the technical sys-
tem of the Aindra treatises has been already repeatedly noticed?), as also
the absence of such pratyaharas as tin, sup, tan® which are formed on
the same principle, i.e., by giving the first and last letter of a series of
letters or terms. I may add here that the Sanskrit grammarians have
always regarded the Givasitras as the essence or revealed part of his
grammar. Thus 'Nagoji says: ¢tesham anaditvad esham Paninikri-

1) “Indische Studien”, xiii., pp. 865-6.

2) 8ee Jaimini-s i., 8, 10 and Kumarila Bhatta’s C. on this passage. The ¢ixas notice some
such details (Haug, “Ved. Accent”, p. 64).

For the Indian philological views regarding foreign languages see my “Elements of
8. Indian Paleography” p. 85. In this respect the Indian grammarians were, perhaps,
weakest. Bee Profr. Max Miiller’s A. 8. L. (2nd. ed.) pp. 117-8 on the early observation of
dialectical and other peculiarities; also his note in Z. d. d. M. G. Vol. vii. on the same subject.

8) pp. 28, 24, 29.

4) pp. 29-30.
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tatvat”—for those (Qivasiitras) are without origin, these (the rest of the
grammar) were composed by Panini. So the original edition of Panini"
edited under Colebrooke’s superintendence begins with the verse:

Yena ’xarasamiamnayam adhigamya Mahegvarat |
Kritsnam vyakaranam proktam tasmai Paninaye namas ||

This is from the Paniniya-gixa (Yajurv. recension, edited by Weber,
p. 359), and, therefore, is probably of a very respectable age. But I
think that Panini’s authorship is also proved by his explanation of the
use of these sutras (i., 1, 71)—«adir antyena sahe ’td”. If he were not
the first to use these siitras, his explanation, as here given, is superfluous
and contrary to his own expressed intention.

I have remarked above on the use of ganas in the various gram-
matical treatises which I have compared.

2. The invention of a new system of anubandhas. This is stated
by Patanjali in a passage which was first pointed out by the late Profr.
Goldstiicker®. This passage is as follows; it occurs in the discussion on
the satra vii.,, 1, 18 (“auna apak’)—«athava pirvasitranirdego ’yam |
pirvasiitreshu ca ye 'nubandha na tair ihe ’tkaryani kriyante”s). Pa-
tanjali here states that there were grammatical sitras by predecessors of
Panini in which anubandhas were used, but that they had no effect in
Panini’s treatise. This statement is of great value, for it settles a
question which would be otherwise left undetermined by the existing
Aindra treatises. Anubandhas do not occur in the Tolkappiyam: indeed,
it is impossible to see what use they could be in a grammar of one of the
so-called Dravidian languages. Nor is there any place for them in the
Pratigakhyas. It would be useless to consider the Katantra and Kac-
cayana’s Grammar which furnish a few, as these do not throw any light
on the subject; the latter treatise expressly states that “technical terms
(used) by other (grammarians) are used (here)”4). It would thus be very
hazardous to draw any inferences from a comparison of these with the anu-
bandhas used by Panini, for we have not a standard such as the Tolkap-
piyam furnishes in respect of the technical terms, and the few that oc-
cur in the Katantra are again different. The differences between Sanskrit

1) Caloutta, Q. 1781, p. 1.

2) “Panini’s Place”, p. 181 (Sep. imp.).

8) Benares ed. f. 57.

4)ed. Senart, p. 10 (sdtra. i,, 1, 8). The siitra appears to include anubandhas as well
as technical terms such as are mentioned by the commentary.
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and Pali would naturally lead to a difference of treatment in this res-
pect; nor is there any reason to believe that the old grammarians who
preceded Panini were more uniform in respect of the anubandhas they
used than in their use of technical terms. The fact remains that Panini
invented a new system, and it is obvious that the principle on which he
selected the letters he uses as prefixes and suffixes, was the avoidance,
if possible, of unnecessary confusion; he has not, however, always suc-
ceeded, but his display of ingenuity is very remarkable.

3. The invention or more exact use of several technical terms.

The technical terms used by Panini are of two kinds: a)a word used
as a type of a class; or &)a purely conventional symbol (kritrimas
samjnak as Patanjali calls them).

Of the first (a) class the following are examples:—krit, as a name
of the affixes by which primary nouns are formed; nadi, a name for
certain feminine nouns in -i and -i@; stri, as a name of feminine nouns;
gotra, as a general name for descendants of a man; sankhya, as a
name of numerals. The origin of these is evident; except the two last
mentioned, they appear to be the first words of original ganas. Such
terms we find in the Katantra!) and it is probable that they formed part
of the older treatises. '

The terms of the second class are remarkable; examples in Panini
are—gha (= -tara and -tama); ghi (= - and -u); ghu (= v"da, V" dha,
etc.); ti (=the last vowel in a word and following consonant or conso-
nants); bha used as a name of what Bopp termed the weakest cases;
it—as a name of anubandhas.

Of these ghu, ti and bha are certainly older than Panini, if we are
to believe Patanjali, as the late Profr. Goldstiicker pointed out. Similar
symbols occur in the Katantra?) and still more in Kaccayana’s grammar?
though (as might be expected) not identical with Panini’s. These sym-
bols must, therefore, have been used in the older treatises. Here again
we have no standard of comparison, for such terms are wanting in the
Tolkappiyam, but it seems likely that there were many such symbols in
use, for we find others in the Vajasaneya Praticakhyat). Panini probably
made a selection, and used those more accurately (as Goldstiicker sug-

1)e. g. Agni (ii., 1, 8); nadi (ii., 1, 9 etc.); ¢raddha (i, 1, 10), etc.

2)e. g. Ghut (ii., 1, 8. for the sarvanamasthana cases); dhut (ii., 1, 18); nu (ii, 2, 11)eto.

8) Ga, a name of the vocative (ii., 1, 6); gha, final a (ii., 1, 9); jha (ii,, 1, 7); pa (ii,
1, 8); la, ete.

4) e. g. sim, jit, mud, dhi as names of classes of letters.
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gested); others, again, such as ¢lu, luk, etc. are probably his own invention.
It would be interesting to discuss all the symbols we find used in the
earlier and later grammatical treatises, but this laborious task would
only show the growth of method in Sanskrit Grammar, and would throw
no light on the point to which I have devoted this monograph.

The origin of these symbols is an interesting question, but involved
in much obscurity. Some are, no doubt, merely arbitrary symbols, but
others are, it is certain, the abbreviations of real words. Thus Dr.
Biihler has suggested that ‘it’ is for ¢iti’, a derivation that at once com-
mends itself. It is certain that the symbols used in the Phulla (i'esp.
Pushpa) siitras (which teach the formation of the Sama verses as recited)
are merely mutilated words; thus, e.g. bha is for sto-bha; tara for
rathan-tara; haradi for prati-haradiv.

Thus, in respect of symbolic and other technical terms, the only pos-
sible conclusion is, that Panini used some of those invented by his pre-
decessors, made them more precise, and added new terms of his own.
He extended this system, originally only applied to details, to the en-
tire grammar; his system banishes all traces of the philosophical analysis
of the language, and presents a purely conventional representation in
which phonetics and etymology, originally kept separate, are completely
fused.

4. The use of a more elaborate and technical syntax and a more
elaborate system of siitras.

. Here it is possible to arrive at a more exact conclusion as to what
innovations Panini made?. It has been well remarked by Regnier that
the tendency in the Sanskrit style of composition is to exaggerate syn-
thesis®), and this peculiarity is carried to excess in the siitras of Panini

1) As was first pointed out by Profr. Weber, “Ind. Studien” i., p. 46.

2) Profr. Max Miiller has distinguished the several styles of compogition which can be
found in the earlier Sanskrit (Vedic) works, in his “ Ancient Sanskrit Literature”.

8) “Etude sur I idiome des Védas” (1855) p. vii. As this book is not common I shall give
a few of M. Regnier’s excellent remarks: ¢“Cette gradation toujours croissante de la synthése
finit par aboutir & un dernier .degré, qui est vraiment, ce semble, la derniére et infranchis-
sable limite de la puissance de combinaison an moyen du discours. Je me hdte de dire, et
on le comprend avant que je le dise, que ce dernier excds appartient & une manidére de langage
tout artificielle. L'ultrasynthétisme peut étre naturel et populaire; les idiomes de certains
peuples sauvages nous en donnent la preuve; mais, dans ces idiomes, cette fusion, qu’on peut
appeler confusion, tient & ce qu’ils ne savent pas décomposer, discerner les éléments de la
pensée; tandis que, dans I'excés de combinaison dont je parle, c’est avec des matériaux bien
distincts, des mots que la grammaire et le lexique pré-sentent comme autant d’unités separées,
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who has not only exhausted the natural resources of the copious system
of inflections presented by Sanskrit, but has added new and peculiar
meanings to some of the cases—such as the ablative and locative!), and
with him even the arrangement of words is full of meaning?®. But there
is nothing of this in the works that I have classed together as belonging
to the Aindra School, which are all written in a ¢oncise but hardly tech-
nical style; the sitras are aphorisms and are sometimes obscure, but they
are not algebraical formulas like the siitras of Papini. Again in the
sitras of Panini we find a syntactical concatenation which is almost
wanting in the older sitras, e. g. a siitra is often of a word or words in
the genitive case, but this is required by a nominative in a siitra, often
far before it.

It is hardly necessary to remark that the siitra style was in use be-
fore Panini and that Patanjali mentions grammatical sitras anterior to
him, but he refined on this style of composition to a great extent. Thus
(as grammarians tell us) he omitted the paribhashéds® or rules respecting
the logical method of his treatise, and which always form a part of Indian
scientific treatises. The almost incredible complications of the Paniniya
paribhashas are now—thanks to Profr. Kielhorn—no longer an insuperable
difficulty to students. These siitras chiefly determine conflicts of rules
and similar matters, and present the greatest contrast to the simple me-
thod of the older treatises which have only the simple artifice of division
into adhikaranas or topics.

This very brief survey of Panini’s technical system enables us to add
a few new details in regard to the system of his predecessors, which can-
not be gathered from the existing treatises that represent now the earlier

qu'on parvient & former sciemment et & dessein cette chatne de téndbres donmt parle, dans un
autre sens, le livre de la Sagesse, catena tenebrarum, et & enfermer la pensée dans les liens
d’'une longue nuit, vinculis longae noctis compedire (ch. xvii.,, v. 2 et 17), ou des esprits
européens, habitués 4 la forme de la pensée moderne, ont souvent bien de la peine & porter
la lumidre et & trouver leur voie. J'ai dit qu'une telle manidre d’écrire ne pouvait étre
qu’artificielle, et elle 'est en effect. C’est dans la prose philosophique et technique que nous la
rencontrons. Je ne veux pas parler de I'algdbre des grammairiens, des formules de Panini:
il y & dans la construction de ces axiomes une grande puissande d’esprit, et la langue y montre
une incroyable aptitude & la concision; mais ce n’est point 13 du style, c’est comme je le disais,
de l'algdbre. La forme de discours et de construction que j'ai em vue ici, je la trouve dans
Pexposition et dans la dialectique des grammairiens, des interprétes.”

1) “Tasmad ity uttarasya” i., 1, 67; “tasminn iti nirdishte pirvasya” i., 1, 66.

2) e. g. “Sthane ’ntaratamak” i, 1, 50; “yathasaakhyam anudegak samanam” i., 8, 10.

8) Profr. Kielhorn's “Paribhashendugekhara” p. i.

6*
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stages of Sanskrit Grammar, but which do not contradict the results ar-
rived at by an examination of those works. So far, then, the results at
which I have arrived are confirmed from this point of view.

It has long been recognized that Panini’s date is of the utmost im-
portance in Indian literary history, and it has been discussed with great
caret). The result, as now accepted, is that he lived in the 4th century
B. C.; I cannot see that there is any reason why he should not be placed
nearly a century later, which would remove some difficulties that the
earlier date presents. But, though his name will always be great, we do
know but little about him, and there is no probability that we shall ever
know more. That he was born at Calatura in the extreme north-west
of India is certain; his mother’s name was Daxi?, or perhaps this only
indicates her race®. His life was probably uneventful, though tradition
says that he met with a violent death, being killed by a lion.

Whatever merits may be fairly attributed to his predecessors, it can-
not be disputed that Panini’s work was stupendous in respect of Sanskrit,
and he made a good beginning of a grammar of the Vedic language. For
two thousand years no one in India has been able to do better. It is
thus no matter for surprise that his life should be the subject to which
(like that of his still greater countryman Buddha)®) the common-places
of mythology have attached themselves. In the story of the idle stupid
boy who suddenly became the greatest scholar that India ever saw, one
can recognize the ¢Boots” or ‘“Aschenputtel” of our nursery tales®—he
gits idle and despised at home, till the time comes for his real nature
to show itself. That he got supernatural assistance is also in accordance

" with the same old stories, and in this particular case is entirely in unison
with the Buddhist and Vedantist notions; that Civa gave this aid, seems
to have arisen out of the popular name for the first 14 siitras being

' 1) The latest are Profr. Goldstiicker’'s “Panini’s Place”, and Profr. Weber’s strictures on

it in Vol. V. of his “Indische Studien”, pp. 1-176 (1862).

2) Patanjali on vii., 1, 18.

8) The “Samyaminamamalika” by a Cankara (Tanjore MS. No. 10. 463) has (¢l. 5-6).
........ Granthakarta ca slitrakrit (5) Qalaturiyako Daxiputrak Paninir Ahikah |

4) Pancatantra ed. Kosegarten ii., 84 (=ii., 32 of the Bombay edition, but not in the oldest
recension): Simho vyakaranasya kartur aharat pranan priyan Panpinek. '

5)8ee Senart’s “Essai sur la légende du Buddha” in the “Journal Asiatique” vii, idme
série, t. ii., pp. 118 ffg. '

6) Grimm “Kinder- und Hausm#hrohen”, iii., pp. 87-9. Dasent “Tales from the Norse’’
passim ofr. also the Psalm cli. (in some old rituals): “Pusillus eram inter fratres meos, et ado-
lescentior in domo patris mei” eto. (of David)— “Ps. Mozarabicum” (ed. 1775) Ixv., a.
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misunderstood. The only fact in the legend is that Panini’s grammar
superseded those of his predecessors; and these, with reference to the
Vedic legend already! given, became an ‘Indra Grammar’. The reason
why this name was given to treatises by his predecessors is not far to
seek. Like all Indian sciences, grammar began out of a study of the
texts used for sacrificial purposes, and when by imperceptible degrees it
became a rudimentary science, a divine origin was, as a matter of course,
attributed to it. Taught orally and writing being almost unknown, the
primitive systems could not preserve enough individuality to bear the
names of their authors, and were in the same position as the Brahmanas.
When writing became more general, Panini’s genius could thus render
his name lasting; the names of most of his predecessors could only be
recollected in connection with details in which they differed, or by their
discoveries.

IV.

I shall now try to enumerate the different treatises in Sanskrit and
other languages which appear to attach themselves to the Aindra or older
Grammar. I shall do so briefly, as several of the most important are
known by editions that have nothing remaining to be said, and others in
MSS. are as yet beyond my reach or are of comparatively little value.
‘We may reasonably expect to see in a few years more, sufficient descrip-
tions of the Sanskrit and Pali MSS. known at present by name only,
and then I may hope to be able to continue what I have here begun,
and to attempt to show the historical development of the Aindra as op-
posed to the Paniniya grammar. To begin with the Phonetic treatises—
first in Sanskrit we have the tracts called Cixa, most
of which have been only recently discovered. Those
actually known are mentioned in ordinary type; those
only known by quotation are in spaced type.

I. SANSKRIT.

a. Cixas.

1. Amoghanandini ¢ixa?®) Katyayanagixa®)
Aranyakagixa® Kahalagixa®
C. 5. Kegavi ¢ixa®)

1) p. 8, note 4.

2) Rajendralal Mitra, “Notices” i., p. 72.

2) Mysore Cat. No. 51,

4) Rajendralal Mitra, “Report”, p. 18.

5) Mentioned in the C. on the SBiddhantagixa.
6) Rajendralal Mitra, “Report”, p. 18.
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Kaugiki ¢ixa?
Gautami ¢ixa®
Taittiriyagixa (?)®
Naradagixa®)
C. (Naradiyagixavivarana)
by Gobhakara5
10. Paniniyacixi, two recensions®
a. Rigveda .
b. Yajurveda
CC. by Gesha and another”
there is also a
C.bySayana (‘Cixabhashya’)®
C. (Svaravigraha)?
Paragaragixal?®
BodhayanagixalV
Bharadvajagixai®)
— Vyakhyanat®)

On the Aindra Grammar.

15.

20.

Mandiki ¢ixat4)
Lomaganya¢ixa!®) or Lomegig.
(by Garga)

Valmikigixa'®
Vagishta¢ixa!?
Vyasagixa'®) -

Vyakhyana by Svarava-

dhanin?®
Cambhu¢ixa
Qixadicatushtaya (?)%V)
Cixasamuccaya®)
Sarvasammata¢ixa??)
— Commentary)

Siddhanta¢ixa by Crinivasin
Vyakhyana?)

24. Haritag¢ixa®

1) “Notices,” i., p. 72.
2) Haug, “Ueber das Wesen” u. s. w. p. 61, n. 1.
8) Whitney, “Taitt. Pratig.” p. 435 (cfr. xx., 12).

quoted in the C. of the Ath. pr. (ed. Whitney, p. 261).
Haug u. 8. p. 55, n. 1 “Notioces”, i., p. 78.

4) Bee my “Catalogue” p. 42.
remarks render it probable that two recensions exist.

b) “Notices”, i., p. 78.

This exists in the Tami]l country.
Bee also extraots from a similar work

Profr. Haug’s

6) Both edited by Profr. Weber—“Indische 8tudien” iv., pp. 845-871.
7) Gujarat Catalogue (by Bihler), i., p. 206 (No. 56) and p. 210 (No. 75).
8) N. W. Prov. Catalogue, pp. 14 and 34 (Nos. 46 and 102).

9) Oudh Catalogue, iv., p. 6,
10) “Report”, p. 18,
11) Mentioned in C. on Siddhanta ¢ixa.

See my Catalogue, p. 9.

12) My Catalogue, p. 8. Guj. Cat. i., p. 206 (No. 60).

< 18) Mysore Catalogue, No. 51.

14) Haug, u. 8. p. 55. Weber, “Pratijnasitra” pp. 106 ffg.
¢ Notices”, 1., p. 71.

15) “Report”, p. 18. Haug, u. . p. 61.

“Notices” i., p. 78.

16) Mentioned in the C. on the Siddhantag. and by Ahobala Bhatta in his C. on the Andhra-

gabdacintamani.

17) Mentioned in the C. on the Siddhantag. Mysore Cat. No. 51.

18) Mysore Cat. No. 52.
19) Mysore No. 52. .
20) Mentioned in the C. on the Biddhantagixa.

Mentioned by Ahobala Bhatta.

21) Gujarat Cat. i., p. 210 (No. 74). Probably (ixa, Jyotisha, Chandas and Nirukta.

22) Mysore Cat. No. 57.

28) Do. do. do.
24) My Catalogue, p. 8. Mysore Cat. No. 51.
25) Do. p. 9. do. do.

26) Mentioned in the C. on the Siddhantagixa.

See my “Catalogue”, p. 9.

——— e S——- - o =
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Of these the first, fifth, twenty-first and twenty-third are most proba-
bly modern compilations; several others (Gautami, Narada, Mandiki and
Lomaganya) refer to the Simaveda, and it is thus difficult to compare them -
with other grammatical works, for reasons I have already given; the age
of the remaining ones is not yet positively determined, and before this can
be attempted in a satisfactory manner, critical editions must be publishedV).
Dr. Haug? is inclined apparently to think that they represent an earlier
stage than the Prati¢gakhyas, and distinguishes the two classes of works very
aptly. He says®): “Was nun den Inhalt der Cixas und Pratigakhyas
betrifft, so ist er nicht identisch, wenn sie auch Vieles gemeinsam haben,
da der Zweck fiir welche beide Arten von Werken verfasst sind, ein Verschie-
dener ist. Die Cixas lehren nur die Aussprache und Recitation der wedi-
schen Texte im Allgemeinen, und beziehen sich auf keine bestimmte Form
derselben; die Pratigakyas dagegen setzen immer einen Pada-Text
voraus, und lehren, wie aus demselben eine Samhita 2zu construiren ist.
....In den ¢ixas dagegen sind alle Differenzen des Samhita-Textes
von dem des Pada ausgelassen; ebenso fehlen alle Andeutungen iiber
den Krama. Das chronologische Verhiltniss der ¢ixas zu den Prati-
¢akhyas anlangend, so halte ich die ersteren fiir entschieden #lter als
die letztere. Die erstern waren vorhanden, ehe sich das Bediirfniss nach
den letztern regte. Die Prati¢gakhyas setzen bereits eingehende gram-
matische Studien voraus, wihrend fiir die ¢ixas ein geringeres Mass der-
selben verlangt wird. Zudem kénnen die Pratigakhyas nur zu einer
Zeit entstanden sein, als man anfing, den Wedatext in die verschiedensten
Formen zu bringen, um ihn desto unverfilschter iiberliefern zu konnen.
Diess war ohne Zweifel ein langer Process, der solche Elementarkenntnisse
in der Phonetik voraussetzt, wie wir sie in den ¢ixas finden. Die Prati-
¢akhyas, die nach einem umfassenderen Plane, als die g¢ixas angelegt
waren, nahmen nicht nur (64) die Lehren dieser in sich auf, sondern fithrten
sie auch weiter.” It would be difficult to explain the existence of the ¢ixas
on other grounds than those here stated, and it is obvious that these Tracts,
though perhaps owing their present forms to relatively late reductions,
preserve much that is really primitive. Profr. Weber has lately pointed
out one verse in the Paniniyagixa (R.52), which is quoted by Patanjali®).

1) I believe that we may soon hope to see two or three edited by Profr. Kielhorn.
2) u. 3. p. 53 fig.

8) Do. p. 63-4.

4) “Indische Studien”, xiii., p. 399.
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The term Paniniya as applied to this ¢ixd would merely show that it
was popular after Panini’s time; for it is very common to find that in
India substantially old works have modern claptrap names assigned to
them?). But there is much in it actually copied from Panini. Thus we
find occasionaly pratyaharas, e.g. ‘enr’, though the old system is also
followed (gl. 29 etc.). Panini is also mentioned by name as Daxiputra.
Other verses are probably primitive.

To this class of works (but to a very limited extent) the Pushpa (or
rather Phulla) siitra belongs; it teaches how to form the ganas of the
Samaveda, and so far as the discussion of the phonetic elements goes, it
uses the old terms and not pratyaharas.

The next important class of phonetic treatises that can
b. Pratigakhyas.  be connected with the Aindra School of grammar includes
the Pratigakhyas; all of these that have been discovered

have been edited in an incomparable manner. They are as follows:

1. Rigvedapratighkhya (attributed to Caunaka), edited and translated
(in German and French) by Profr. Max Miiller and Mons. A. Regnier®).

On this there are two commentaries; the oldest is a vritti discovered
by Profr. Eggeling in a Grantha MS., and described by him in the pre-
face to Profr. Max Mitller’s edition. The best known commentary is the
Parshadavyakhya’ by Uvata Bhatta, son of Vajrata, an inhabitant of Anan-
dapura (? Benares). This was first brought into notice by Profr. Roth¥,
and exists in many MSS. © Copious extracts from it are given by Mons.
Regnier. The introduction (from Tanjore MS. No. 2417) is as follows:

Sutrabhashyakritas sarvan pranamya ¢irasa gucis |
Gaunakam ca vigeshena-yene 'dam parshadam kritam ||
Tatha vrittikritak sarvams tan sitrayagasas tatha |
Tesham prasadad etesham svagaktya vrittim arabhe ||
Lekhyadoshanivrittyartham vistarartham kvacit kvacit |
Jhanartham pathanartham ca yojyate si maya punak ||
Tasyak samapane gaktim ta eva pradigantu me |

Labdhva kimam aham tebhyak prameyam param ipsitam ||
Campayam nyavasat pirvam Vatsanam kulam riddhimat |-
Yasmin dvijavara jata bahvricas paragottamas ||

1) Thus Dr. Biibler has ascertained that the Vishpu Smriti is really the Kathaka Dharma
(Z. d. D. M. G.) xxii., p. 827.

2) 1856-1859 and 1857-1869. -
8) “Zur Literatur und Geschichte des Weda”, 1846, The introdnotion is also given there.
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Devamitra iti khyatas tasmin jato mahamatis |

Sa cai 'sha parshadagreshthak sutas tasya mahatmanah-||

Namna tu Vishpumitras sa kumara iti ¢asyate |

Tene ’yam yojita vrittis samxipta parshade sphuta ||

Parigrihnantu viprendrah suprasanna imam mama |

Ajnanad yad ayuktam syat tad rijikritya grihyatam ||

Qastravataram sambandham shadvidham parikirtayan |

Jnatva grahyam bhavec chastravataram ucyate ||
Atha—Gaunako grihapatir vai naimishiyais tu samsthitais |

Dixasu coditak praha sattre tu dvadagahike || iti

Qastravatiram smaranti etc.

2. Taittiriyapratigdkhya of the Black Yajurveda.

This, together with its commentary («Tribhashyaratna™), has been
edited and translated by Profr. Whitney!). The author of the commentary
is not known; he professes to follow Vararuci, Atreya and Mahisheya who
had composed commentaries on this treatise but which are now apparently
lost?). It cannot be of any considerable antiquity as it refers to a ‘Ka-
lanirnaya’® which is probably the work by Sayana (14th century).

3. Vajasaneyi or Katydyana-Pratigakhya of the White Yajurveda.

This has been edited with extracts from Uvata’s C., and translated (into
German) by Profr. Weber4.

Another Commentary («Pratigakhyajyotsna”) is quite recent viz., of
the end of the last or beginning of this century; it is by one Rama-
candra son of Slddheqva.ra. A section of it has been published by
Thibaut®).

4. Caunakiya-CAturddhydyiks, which Profr. Whitney has edited. a.nd
translated into English®). He has demonstrated that it belongs to the
Atharvaveda. There is an anonymous commentary which Profr. Whitney
has used”.

A Pratigakhya of the Samaveda is alluded to by Nagoji Bhatta®, but
it is not quite clear what he intends, and a work of this name has

1) 1871 (New Haven). V
2) pp. 6-7 and 484-5.
3) p. 485.

4) “Indische Studien”, iv., pp. 65-160 and 177-881 (1858).
5) “Das Jatapatala” (1870), pp. 36-58.

6) 1862 (New Haven).

7) See Profr. Weber’s “Verzeichniss” p. 87 (No. 861).

8) Goldstiicker in the ‘ dcademy’, 9th July 1870 p. 275: “Samelaxanam pratufkhya‘m gastram.”
Several existing bouks partly answer to this desoription, e.g. the Riktantra and Samatantra.

1
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not, as yet, been discovered. It is also likely that some other works of the
same nature may yet be in existence. Dr. Haug remarks!): «Ich zweifle
nicht, dass noch weitere Pratigakhyas aufgefunden werden; so vermisse
ich bis jetzt das zu der Maitrayani-Samhita, die so vieles Eigen-
thitmliche hat, und gewiss ein besonderes Prati¢gakhya besitzat”.
Theoretically the number of these works should correspond with the num-
ber of the Vedic ¢akhas, but it may be reasonably doubted if this ever
was the case.
The Qixas and Pratigikhyas represent, so far, one
c. Etymological  gide of the oldest form of the Aindra Grammar—the
:i::' 5:";::“::: phonetic analysis of the language; the other side—ety-
mology, is of equal interest, but unfortunately there is
little left to represent the older system in this respect. The numerous
passages in the Brahmanas have already been mentioned?), but apart from
these we have only one Nirukta (out of 14 that once existed) viz.,

I. Yiska’s Nirukta, a treatise well-known by Profr. Roth’s edition®), and
which, though it exists in two recensions?, is, no doubt, preserved nearly
in its original condition. Yaska gives a general view of the etymological
principles known in his time®, but the arrangement of the book is not
grammatical, and to exhibit his system of analysis of words and gram-
matical forms would require too much space to be possible here; it
generally agrees with the so-called Aindra treatises®). It must be remarked
that there were two schools of etymologists—those headed by Cakatayana
who asserted that every noun was derived from a dhatu, and others
headed by Gargya who only gave a partial assent to this theory. Yaska’s
treatise was not neglected by commentators of whom the earliest appears
to have been

a. Skandasvamin. The commentary (tikd) by this writer is
often quoted”, but is not as yet known to scholars, though it appears to
be in existence®). \

1) u. 8. p. 68.

2) pp. 26 ffg.

8) 8° Gottingen, 1852.

4) ed. Roth p. iv. )

5) ed. Roth p. 81, translated by Profr. Max Miiller, in his A. 8. L. pp. 164 fig.

6) Bee above, p. 12.

7) By Durgi'cE’rya and Bayana in his C. on the Rigveda.

8) Central Prov. Cat. p. 8, No. 89 —“Niruktatika”, 36 . 1200 ¢lokas. (? Incomplete)
Durgacarya also calls it Niruktatika.
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5. Durgacirya wrote acopious commentary—the Niruktavritti;
this is well known and exists in several MSS. The author seems to have
been a native of S. India, and probably lived in the 15th or 16th century
A. D. His introduction is one of the most interesting parts of his book,
as he there gives an account of his authorities and method; I have already
printed it in the introduction to my edition of the Vamgabrahmana!),

No general treatise on grammar of a date previous to Panini ap-
pears to be now extant in its original condition, though there must have
been several such, and some at least appear to have been preserved
down to Kaiyata’s time. Thus he mentions Kuni as a predecessor of
Panini, but this name does not occur in the older books. Again the
Saunagas, Kunara Vadava and Vadava are also mentioned by the com-
mentators as well as a work, the ‘Bhraja-Clokas’ by Katyayana, which
was probably an Aindra treatise. Lastly, the Sangraha of Vyali may
also have belonged to the same school.

There are some smaller tracts which, though since modified, appa-
rently took their origin from the Aindra School. Such are

II. 1. Cantanava’s “Phitsfitras.”
2. Jatdpatala, attributed in S. India to Vyadi.

These (and, perhaps, some others) just retain sufficient of the old
terms to show their origin, but it is evident that they have been repeat-

edly altered.
_ The next work of this school in chronological position,
d. Katantra and

systoms of Gram- 80d, therefore, in importance, is the Katantra. Around

““;'w‘:’iit‘f"d this, besides commentaries, it will be convenient to group

some other allied books.

I. Katantra or Kaldpa-Vyakarana, This is now well-known by Profr.
Eggeling’s excellent edition begun in the Bibl. Indica. The author’s name
is commonly given as Sarvavarman?.

Commentaries on it are:

a. Katantravritti by Durgasimha, edited by Profr.
Eggeling in his edition of the text. On this there is more than one com-
mentary. The author wrote a ‘¢1ka’ on his own Vritti, and again a
series of notes—Candrika’. There are also notes on Durgasimha’s
Vyikhya (? vritti) by Canga Dasa?®).

1) Preface pp. xxxi-xxxiii. . . )
2) The Tibetans, however, say Baptavarman. Colebrooke (“Essays” ii., p. 44) says: “The
rules or aphorisms are ascribed to the God Kumara. It is much used in Bengal.”
8) Oudh Cat. vi., p. 6.
7%
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aa. Katantravrittipanjika, by Trilocanadasal).

aaa. A gloss on the last, by Susenacarya®.

b Katantralaghuvritti, by Bhavasena.

This is agJain treatise which I found in 1872 in the provmce of S.
Canara. It follows the C. of Durgasimha (which it quotes) very closely,
and begins:

Sarvajiam sarvavigicam bhuktimuktipradiyakam |

Natva Katantrasiitranam laghuvrittir vidhasyate ||

Yatha balaprabodhak syat tathai ’ve 'dam nirdpyate |

Xamadhvam sarvavidvamso laxanddiniriipane. ||

«Siddho varnasamamnayak” ||1 || varnanam samamnayah pathakramah
sakalalokaprasiddho veditavyah etc.

c. Katantravritti by Qripati®¥. This same author also
wrote a parigishta or supplement to the text), which has been com-
mented on more than once:

cc. Parigishtaprabodha, by Gopinatha®.

cce. Parigishtasiddhantaratndkara, by Civaramaca-

kravartin®.

d. Katantravistara, by Vardhaméana?®.

e. Kalapatattvarnava, by Raghunandana®).

f. ‘Caitrukuti, a C,, by a Vararuci®.

g. Vyakhyasara, by Harirama Cakravartin.

A Do. by Ramadasat,

Colebrooke'®) mentions also commentaries by:

j. Ramanétha, [Katantravrittiprabodha (in “Notices”
iii., p. 83) and said to be a gloss on Rama’s C.]
k. Umapati
. Kulacandra

1) Bee Weber’s “Verzeichniss” p. 220 (No. 777), Aufrecht's ¢Catalogus”, p. 169, “Notices',
ii., p. 886.

2) Notices”, i., p. 296.

8) “Notices”, i., p. 195.

4) De. p. 297,

5) Colebrooke’s “Essays”, ii., p. 45.

8) Do.
1)) Do.
8) Do.
9) Do,
10) . Do.

11) Colebrooke, u. &.
12) Do.
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m. Murari

n. Durgagupta
of which he does not give the names.

There are several treatises subsidiary to this Grammar which are also

mentioned by him!):

a. Katantraganadhatu, commented on by Raimanatha
in his Manorama.

-6, Katantradhatughosha.
Katantrashatkaraka, by Rahasanandin.
Unadivritti, by Civadasa.
Katantracatushtayapradipa.
Katantragabdamala.
Unadikosha, by Ramagarman?.
Karakakaumudi.

9 s RS

It is impossible for me to do more than call attention here to the
very extensive but late literature to which the Katantra has given birth
directly; I can also only briefly indicate systems of grammar which ap-
pear to be connected with it rather than with Panini’s work. These are:

II. 1. Vopadeva’s Mugdhabodha. The new school founded by Vopa-
deva has found much favor in Bengal. It may be safely asserted that
the author largely followed the Katantra®), and some of his technical
terms are abbreviations of those used in that treatise, e.g. <1i’ from ‘lifiga’.
Colebrooke thought that Vopadeva got the plan of his grammar from
the Kaumudis®, but (as we now know) he lived far too early for it to
be possible®) for him to have done so. This grammar is known by seve-
ral editions, and part at least has been translated. It has given rise to
a8 large literature.

2. Barasvata-vydkarana®, The date of this treatise is uncertain,
but it is an improvement on Vopadeva’s grammar, though it mostly
uses Panini’s technical terms. In arrangement, however, and some of
the terms, it follows the Aindra grammars. Aufrecht says of it: “Sara-

1) Colebrooke, u. 8. .

2) Aufrecht (“Unadisiitra”, p. xxi.) puts this untrustworthy compilation at the end of the
17th or beginning of the 18th century.

8) Westergaard “Radices”, p. iv., and see above p. 87.

4) “Essays” ii., 15: “It.... proceeds upon a plan grounded on that of the Kaumudis.”

5)The C. on the Prakriyakaumudi, which is by the nephew of the author, quotes the
Mugdhabodha. Aufrecht, “Catalogus” p. 161 5.

6) Printed with Commentary at Bombay, ¢. 1783, eto.
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svatisitrarum auctor quum grammaticam tironum in usum com-
ponere vellet, in rerum dispositione a Panini differt, eamque fere viam
ingressus est, quam Ramacandra, Vopadeva, alii secuti sunt. Terminis
technicis utitur quidem, rarius tamen quam aut schola Paniniya aut
Vopadeva. Literae auxiliares, ubi adhibentur, pleraeque a Panini mu-
tuum sumtae, accentum indicantes omissa sunt. Litera eodem atque a
Vopadeva ordine dispositae sunt. .... Casuum et verbi terminationes ut
apud Vopadevam significantur. Saepissime tamen varia suffixa sine literis
auxiliaribus traduntur?.”

There are commentaries by

a. Anubhitisvaripacarya.
6. Punjaraja?). .
¢. Ramacandra¢rama; called Siddhantacandrika.

The relation of the Mugdhabodha and Sarasvatavyakarana to the older
grammars is singular; they both have preserved the form and many of
the terms of the Aindra system, but have added to it more or less
of imitations of Panini’s algebraic system, including a modified arrange-
ment of the Qivasiitras which Vopadeva probably invented, and in which
he has carried much further the re-arrangement of the Civasitras as
begun by Jinendra and the later Cakatiayana®; these last, on the other
hand, have utterly given up the old form or system, and have scarcely
preserved a trace of the old terms. In technicality they out-do Panini.

There is yet another grammar which may in some respects be affiliated
to the Aindra School, but which appears to have entirely escaped the
notice of scholars. It is contained in a few chapters near the end of
the Agnipurana which is an immense collection of small treatises on all
possible subjects, including law, prosody, war, etc. The only MSY. ac-
cessible to me is so corrupt that I can hardly give even a brief notice of it.
It is related by Skanda who appears to attribute it to Katyayanas. The
first chapter contains Panini’s Givasiitras, the others treat of Sandhi, in-
flection, etc. but in a simple and natural order, and use many of the old
(or Aindra) terms. Uncertain as my only MS. is, it would be impossible
to say more, with safety, of this interesting fragment. The whole Purana

1) Aufrecht, “Catalogus” p. 172 a.
2)E. L. H. 859 written in 1617 (Aufrecht, “Catalogus”, p. 172 b).
8) See the disoussion on these treatises in the Appendix.
4) Tanjore, 1565, ’
5) The first verse is: Vaxye vyakaranasaram siddhagabdasvarfipakam |
Katyayano (M8.°na) vibodhaya balanam (yad?) adharaya(t) ||
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will, shortly, be accessible!); it is one of the most peculiar and interesting
of its class, and gives much information that cannot be found except,
perhaps, in some of the astrological treatises.
The most important application of the Aindra system
e. Foreign . .
grammars model- of grammar to a foreign language, is undoubtedly to
led on the Sanskrit Lamil. Mention is made of a number of- early works—
Aindra treatises by Awyattiyan (Agastya), who is said to have been the
A. Tamil. first Tamil grammarian, and his pupils?’—including the
author of the
1. Tolkdppiyam, who is known as Tolkdppiyan, but (except a few
doubtful quotations) only this last exists at present®). On this there are
several commentaries by—
a. Ilambiranar, called Ilambiranam. On the first two
divisions only. By
5. NasSinarkkiniyar, called Nassinarkkiniyam. This
is a commentary on the entire treatise, but only part has, as yet, been
printed. By .
c. Senavaraiyar, called Senavaraiyam. This is said to
be on the second book only. I may notice also
d. The TolkappiyasSattiravirutti (on i., 1, 1 only) by
Sivafianadediyar. '
But Tolkappiyan’s treatise has long been superseded by the popular
2. Nannfll, Little is known about the origin of this work; the
introduction proves the author to have been a Jain, and he dedicates it
to somebody named siyaxaﬁxan who is said to have been a petty chieftain
near Madura, and who, therefore, probably lived after the fall of the old
Pandiya kingdom in the 14th century. Had there been a Pandiyan, the
author would have certainly dedicated it to him. He also mentions his
own name—Pavanandi—and says that he was the son of Sanmadimuni,
and that he lived in a town called Sanayai which has not been traced.
It is very unlikely that this treatise is more than five hundred years old,
but it is the Tamil grammar. It is much more technical than Tolkap-
piyan’s work, and has far more Sanskrit in it. It has exercised the in-
genuity of a number of commentators down to the present time; but these
authors evidently did not know the real source of Tamil grammar, and

1) An edition is already begun in the Bibl. Indica.

2) SBee the long list of names in Babington’s translation of Beschi's «Sen-Tami} Gram-
mar”, introduction. The beginning of Tamil grammar must be about the 8th cent. A. D.

8) I have, aboveé, discussed the terms used in it eto.
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have often misunderstood the system and terms; their works are, for
the most part,'insufferably prolix, and contain but little of value. The
most important are:

a. Samanamunivar; his commentary is only known by quotations.

b. Sa.ﬁxara.namaééiviyar; he was a native of Tinnevelly, but became
a Qaiva Sannyasi at the matha of Tiruvivadudurai (between Mayaveram
and Combaconum) a great seat of Tami] learning. Extracts have been
given by Mr. Joyes in his excellent edition and translation of part of
the Nanniil. .

c. Sivahanadesiyar; of Conjeveram, but a member of the same society.

d. Vaittiyanadar; a member of the Tarumapura matha. He him-
self wrote a Tamil grammar (Ilakkanavilakkam) in which he improved
on his predecessorst).

The later history of Tamil grammar is not of importance here. The
science has been chiefly kept up by Tami] people of the so-called Cidra
castes, and they have always (being themselves ignorant of Sanskrit)
delighted in asserting the independence of the Tamil grammar and lite-
rary culture in opposition to the Brahmans who asserted the contrary,
often in too positive a manner. Most of the later works on the Tamil
grammar are difficult to find, as but few have been printed, and nearly
all have only local reputations. I shall not attempt here to say more
about them.

It is perhaps worth while to point out that the ultimate source of the
earliest Tamil grammar must be a Sanskrit, and not a Pali original.
As far as the Sanskrit words go, it is impossible to prove this, for in
Tami] they assume much the same if not the identical form that they
have in Pali. But I have shown elsewhere? that in the 7th century A. D.
the predominant sect in S. India was that of the Nirgranthas or Digam-
bara Jains, and Tolkappiyan was most probably of this sect. He is
sometimes said to have been a Buddhist, and the Jains were in fact,
heretical Buddhists. Now the S. Indian Jains have a peculiar literature
that is either in Sanskrit or in Vernacular languages (Tamil and Cana-
rese). They have never used Pali, and the few Prakrit books they have,
are late importations from N. India. The Tamil grammar shows no certain
trace of Prakritinfluences; thus only a Sanskrit origin for it can be allowed.

1)It has been printed. For this and the numerous editions of the Nannil and similar
works, see Murdoch’s Catalogue of printed Tami] books.
2) “ Indian Antiguary” i., p. 810 note. “Elements of 8. Indian Palaeokraph;” p- 89 note.
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The few names that are mentioned are also Sanskrit rather than Pah-—
Ayattiyan (Agastya), Attireyan (Atreya), etc.

Payu-padam and Paya-padam (=iingya and aningya) also show that
the original followed by Tolkappiyan was Sanskrit; such terms do not
occur in Pali Grammar?). :

This doubtful origin is only possible as far as the older grammar is
concerned; that the author of the Nanniil had Sanskrit treatises, and
especially the Katantra, before him, every page proves conclusively. It
is unnecessary to call attention to more than his rules for converting
Sanskrit words into Tamil®).

It is possible to speak of the Canarese Grammar
Bbff;’:::“ with considerable certainty, as Mr. Kittel has published
a critical edition of the most important which is also,

probably, the oldest existing treatise:

1. Qabdamanidarpapa, by Kegiraja or Kegava. The author was
probably a Jain®, and lived about the end of the twelfth century%.
It is remarkable that this treatise is nearly all in metre, though aphoristic
in style, and the author himself speaks of his ‘sitras’; it is in eight
chapters. The first treats of phonetics. For letters he uses as names
‘axara’ and ‘varna’; ‘svara’ for vowels; ‘sandhyaxara’ for diphthongs. Ex-
cept a and &, vowels are ‘namin’. Consonants he terms ‘vyanjana’. A
theme (prakriti) is either nominal—linga’, or verbal—dhatu’; by the
addition of ‘vibhakti’ (both nominal and verbal) or by a ‘pratyaya’ it be-
comes a pada. The second chapter is on nouns. The seven cases of
declension of a noun (ndman) are ‘prathama’, ‘dvitiya’, etc. The eighth,
or vocative, is called ‘amantrana’ or ‘sambuddhi’. Chapter 3 is on com-
pounds—samasa’; and chapter 4 is on derivative nouns—‘taddhita’.
Chapter 5 is on verbs—takhyata’; tenses (‘kdla’) have persons—‘purusha’,
and are ‘vartamana’ or present, ‘bhavi’ or future, ‘bhita’ or past, and
‘vidhi’ or imperative. Chapter 6 is on roots; chapter 7 on corrupt Sans-
krit words (tadbhava); and the last chapter is on particles—‘avyaya’.
Thus throughout, the arrangement and technical terms closely follow the

1) SBee above, p. 18.

2) Pt. iii., stitras xix-xxiii. There was much intercourse between the Singhalese and 8.
Indian Buddhists in the 12th century A. D., and especially under king Parakrama i., and at
this time the Singhalese appear to have become acquainted with the Katantra and Sanskrit
sources. (D’Alwis “Descriptive Catalogue”, i., pp. 179-180. “Mahavanso”, ch. 77 etc.)

8)Bee Mr. Kittel’s Introduction, p. xxi.

4) Do. p. xxvi.
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Aindra system. The form of the numerous Sanskrit words indicates an
original in that language.

The author himself wrote an explanation of his work:

a. Arthavrittiy. Kegiraja was not the first Canarese gram-
marian®; but nothing precise is known of his predecessors. The chief
commentary on his treatise is relatively modern®; it has also been edited
by Mr. Kittel, it is called )

b Vyakhyana; and is by Nishthira Sanjayya, who must have
lived in comparatively recent times.

There is a treatise on Canarese Grammar written in Sanskrit sitras:

2. Cabddnugdsana (in four padas), by an anonymous author. On it -
there is also a vritti in Sanskrit:

a. Bhashamanjari, by Bhattakalanka. As Mr. Kittel has
shown?), this little work is anterior to Nishthira Sanjayya (who quotes it),
_ but probably later than Kegava. As far as I have seen quotfations from
it, it belongs also to the Aindra School, but I cannot say for certain. Mr.
Kittel considers that it is based on an abridged recension of the Gabdama-
nidarpana, though it differs in some details®). The name of the commen-
tator—Bhattakalanka—is clearly Jain; from the style of his work (as in
the quotation given by Mr. Kittel) I should infer that he is the author
of the text. Vrittis by the authors of later siatra works and explaining
their own rules, are far from uncommon in Sanskrit literature.

The great and real merit of the abdamanidarpana is that it bases
the rules on independent research and the usage of writers of repute®;
in this way it is far ahead of the Tamil and Telugu treatises which are
much occupied with vain scholastic disputations.

C. Tibetan Even out of India the Aindra Grammar shows itself as

Grammar. an agent of literary culture. The Tibetans have transfer-
red to their larger collection—the Bstan-hygur—a considerable part of the
Sanskrit grammatical literature which they have translated in their usual
mechanical way?”). Among these are the following Sanskrit Aindra treatises:

1) See Mr. Kittel’s Introdaction. P. 5 (siitra 6).

2) Do. p. xvi.

8) Do. p. xiv.

4) Do. do.

5) Do. p. xv.

6) Do. pp. xvi. fig. )

7) This has been already exemplified by Schiefner (“Bulletin Historico-Philologique de
PAcadémie de 8t. Pétersburg” iv., p. 296 note etc.) I have pointed out another in Tarana-
tha, viz.,, Kumarila (a diminutive regularly formed from Kumara) translated as if it were
Kumaralila, (“Indian Antiqguary” i., p. 810 n.) But such defects do not seriously affect the
great value of the Tibetan translations in respect of Indian research.
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- 8612, Kaldpasttra. (Tib.) Kalapa 'i mdo. 1. 86, called by C. Sgra’i
bstan-b&os Kalapa. i.e. Qabdagastra or Vyakaranagastra.

3-613. Kaldpastitravyitti (Tib.) Sha-bsags-kyi mdo ’i grel-pa shes-bya-
va, by Durgasimha. (Schiefner here remarks that the Tibetan translates
Kalapa as if from kala + vV ap.)

3-614. Kalapalaghuvyitti ¢ishyahitandma. (Tib.) Kaldpa 'i hgrel-pa
nun-du-la slob-ma-la phan-pa shes-bya-va, by Pandita Sgrol-va 'i dvan-
phyug, which Schiefner considers may be translated by Muktegvara or
Muktasvamin.

' 3-723. Kaldpadhdtusttra. (Tib.) Kalapa ’i byings-kyi mdov.

In No. 8746 we find the Sarasvatavyakarana, though the Mugdha-
bodha is, apparently, not included in the collection. The dates of these
geveral Tibetan translations cannot be settled at present with any cer-
tainty. They began in the 7th century A. D., but continued for several
hundred years.

The Tibetan Grammar is said to have been begun in the 7th century
by Pandita Sambodha, whose treatises (also in the ‘Bstan-hgyur’) are
called ‘Sum-Su-pa’ i.e. “the thirty (letters)”, and ‘Rtags-kyi hjug-pa’
i.e. “the application of flexions”. An immense number of treatises on
Tibetan Grammar seem to be in existence, but only a few extracts have,
as yet, been published by Schiefner in his «Tibetische Studien®”. The
names of many are to be found in Schmidt’s Catalogue of the Tibetan
books and MSS. at St. Petersburg; not one even is accessible to me, but
if it is permitted to hazard an opinion on mere extracts, it is pretty
plain that they follow the Aindra system.

That the Tibetans got their literary culture from Sanskrit needs no
proof; a glance at the indexes to the Bkah-hgyur and Bstan-hgyur will
show that they only translated the Sanskrit or northern canonical works
of the Buddhists, and all the philological treatises (in the last) refer to
Sanskrit only.

Dr. Jaeschke has finished his great Tibetan Dictionary; may I, as an
old friend and pupil ask him to give us now some specimens of the
Tibetan grammatical treatises? He alone can do it.

Though, very unnecessarily, the Tibetans have (like the Tamil gram-
marians) forced their system of suffixes to nouns into agreement with

1)1 have taken the above descriptions from Schiefner’s article mentioned already. Csoma
de Kords (As. Res. xx. pp. 581 ffg.) first gave an imperfect account of these translations.
2) “Mélanges Asiatiques” (St. Petersburg) vols. i., pp. 324-894; iii., pp. 12-16.
8*
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the Banskrit. eight cases of declension, and have in other points closely
adhered to their model system, yet their treatises appears to contain
much that is the fruit of original observation, especially with regard to
the numerous consonants that are now written but not pronounced, and
also with regard to dialectic peculiarities)..

Except the Chinese, the Tibetans are the only people of that race who
have noticed such facts; their works are then of first importance for a
study of the Indo-Chinese family of languages.

It has long been known that the Pali grammatical

. PALL literature is very extensive. Hardy in-1848 (in the

Ceylon As. Journal) gave a list of 26 such works. Some
of these were first described in Westergaard’s Catalogue of the MSS. at
Copenhagen, and in 1863, Mr. D’Alwis (in his “Introduction to Kac-
cayana’s Grammar”) gave an admittedly imperfect list of 45 books; but
several of these merely treat of particular topics, and are not regular
grammars. I can only mention a few to which I am able to refer. The.
oldest and model grammar is that by

1. Kacodyana. To this reference has been repeatedly made in the
preceding pages. Parts of it have been edited by Mr. D’Alwis® and
Dr, Kuhn¥; an imperfect edition was brought out by the late F. Mason?),
and an admirable one (with translation) by M. Senart®). This last in-
cludes the

a. Vutti; which may be put down as the first of the many
commentaries on the siitras. It is not quite certain whether Kacciyana
wrote these explanations or not. The tradition of the Pali grammarians
is given as follows:

«Kaccayanakato yogo,
Vutti ca Sanghanandino,
Payogo Brahmadattena,
Nyaso Vimalabuddhina®.

1)Bee Jaeschke’s “Ueber die Phonetik der Tibetischen Sprache” in “Monats. der Konigl.
Academie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin” (1864) pp. 176 fig.

2) “Introduction to Kaccayana” 8°. Colombo, 1868.

8) “Kacoayanappakaranae Specimen” 8°. 1869. “Kaccayanappakaranae Specimen Alter-
um”, 8°. 1871.

4) In the Burmese character, 3 parts 8°. Toungho, 1870.

5) Originally in the “Journal Asiatique”, and then published separately in 1871.

6) Quoted by Mr. D’Alwis (from the Kaccayanabhedatika) in his “Desoriptive Catalogue
of Banskrit, Pali and Sinhalese Literary Works”. Colombo, 1870. i., p. 52. Also, previously,
in his “Introduction”.
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«The text was made by Kaccayana, the interpretation is of Saigha- .

nandi; the examples by Brahmadatta, and the nyasa by Vimalabuddhi.”
Who the author Kacciyana was, is as yet quite undetermined; Profr.
Weber has discussed) the little matter that there is to decide on, and
considers that he is not the same as Sariputta, an opinion in which Mr.
D’Alwis now agrees. It is perhaps impossible to solve the question satis-
factorily.

Mr. D’Alwis considers that Papini’s Grammar was the source of
Kaccayana’s?), but for the reasons I have already given in the former part
of this monograph, I cannot accept this view. That some details may be
borrowed from Panini by a subsequent redactor of the work, is possible?),
but the six sitras which are identical in both grammars appear to me
to be rather from an older source than either Panini or Kaccayana; they
contain nothing that is peculiar to Panini, and generally agree with what

has been shown to be the peculiar feature of the Aindra system. There

is nothing in the siitras to throw doubt on their antiquity, except an anu-
bandha or so, which must have been taken from Panini. Thirty-eight
sitras are, however, admittedly interpolations as the earliest commen-
taries allow® and (as the Ceylon scholiasts admit) there are several sa-
tras almost identical with those of the Katantra®. To me, at least, it
‘appears probable that both Kaccayana and the author of the Katantra
have mostly taken these last from a primitive source®; but further
enquiry (for which I have no space here) is needed to decide the question.

Another objection to the antiquity of Kaccayana’s Grammar has been
raised by Mr. D’Alwis” which I must here notice. It is that Buddhaghosa
(4th century) does not use (in his commentary on the three Pitakas) Kacca-
yana’s technical terms, but different ones. It is obvious that no inference
can be drawn from this fact, as I have already shown that many of Kac-
ciyana’s terms occur in Panini’s siitras; still more occur in Patanjali,

1) Z. 4. d. M. G. xix., pp. 649-666; reprinted in “Indische Streifen” ii., pp. 816-848. This
has been translated into English.

2) ¢“Introduction”, p. xi. ffg.

8)e. g. the use of n to indicate vriddhi. As Panpini’s anubandhas were new (see above
p- 40), this must have been copied.

4) D’Alwis “Catalogue”, i., pp. 52-3.

5) Kuhn, “Bl;eoimen", pp. 17-19.

6) Except ‘va napacce’: this is Paniniyan so far as the n is conoerned.

7) “Catalogue” p. 68 ffig. It is obvious (see the article by Profr. Childers and L. C. Vija-
simha in R. As. 8. J. new series, V. pp. 289-802) that Buddhaghosa’s Atthakatha was & compi-
lation from, not a translation, of older works.
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and there can, therefore, be no doubt that they belong to a system far
older than the 4th century A. D. This is peculiarly the case with the
only terms that Mr. D’Alwis mentions as used by Buddhaghosa, viz., the
names of cases. Prathama etc. were all known to Panini, now for these
Buddhaghosa uses paccatta, upayoga, etc.; but it is obvious, I think, that
these terms are not really names of cases, and that they are solely
intended to express the syntactic relation intended by the cases. Thus
for the third case he has ‘karana’, and for the fourth ‘sampadana’ which
are used in this way in the grammars?).
I have made these remarks here, because (owing to deficient materials)
I cannot attempt, even in a summary way, to criticize the present condi-
tion of a Pali text®), as I propose to do (in Appendix A.) with some of the
Sanskrit Grammars.
M. Senart promises a complete edition of the Pali grammarians, and
I need, therefore, only mention briefly a few of them, which will show
that the Pali type of the Aindra Grammar is as important as the Sanskrit.
Besides the commentaries (Vutti and Nyasa) mentioned above, Mr.
D’Alwis mentions:
a. Dipani, apparently not as yet found.
b Kaccayanabhedatika?®.
Kaccayana’s Grammar has also given rise to a number of treatises:
1. Mah#sadda-(i.e. cabda)niti; the author of this knew the Katantra.
2. Rtpasiddhi, The author of this professes to have consulted Kac-
cayana. He lived while Buddhism still existed on the continent of India®.
3. Balavatara; edited by Mr. Lee. This is according to Mr. D’Alwis
an old treatise, though of uncertain date. It is very brief, and there
are several commentaries on it:
a. Pancikapadipa, written in 1455 A. D. There was, how-
ever, an older commentary in Singhalese:
5. Gadaladeni Sanna’. The Balavatira was the source
whence the earlier European scholars got their notions of Pali Grammar.
4. P&yog&slddhl of the 14th century A. D. This is an exceedingly
full and valuable grammar.

1) Kaocec. iii.; 6 (sampadsna) eto. Bee also Profr. Childers’ Dy.

2) M. Senart (p. 7) promises to treat of Kaccayana’s relation to the Sanskrit originals, and
the later development of the Pali grammatical literature. Kaccayana’s Grammar is almos t
certainly not the original Pali Grammar; at least, in its present form.

8) u. 8. p. 52.

4) Do. pp. 179-180.

5) Do. p. 80.
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5. AxhyAtapada. This is a very valuable treatise on verbs, with full
explanation of the inflections. It is, thus, not unlike the Sanskrit Madha-
viyadhatavritti of Sayana.

6. Dhatumanjisd; by Silavamsa, of unknown date. The author
refers to previous Dhatupathas. The order of the classes differs from
the Sanskrit, and may perhaps be that followed by Panini’s predecessorst).

Kaccayana’s Grammar has also given rise to a modified system—

Moggallina’s Vydkaraga. The author who lived from 1153-1186 A. D.
was an inhabitant of Anuradhapura in Ceylon. Mr. D’Alwis has describ-
ed this treatise?) at some length.

Grammers based Drawn up on the plan of the Pali Grammar is that
on the Pali of the Singhalese language, for a knowledge of which
A. Singhalese  we have to thank Mr. D’Alwis who has edited the most

Grammar. important and oldest treatise:

Sidat-Sangarava. Colombo, 1853. In a long introduction Mr. D’Alwis
has given a valuable history of Singhalese literature. He puts the date
of the text between 1266 and 1410 A. D.

Mgr. Bigandet appears to state®) that the Burmese
Grammar is based on the Pali4: I have no information
accessible beyond this statement, but it comes from a
most competent authority. Probably the Siamese Grammar is based on
the same source, and the foew Javanese and Cambodian grammatical terms
that I can find are from the Aindra system.

B. Burmese
Grammar.

The above brief list of the most important treatises, in seven different
languages, which are based more or less completely on the Aindra system,
will show that if the fortunes of the oldest system of Sanskrit Grammar
have been rather Buddhistic (or heretical) than Brahmanical (or ortho-
dox), yet Panini’s great reform did not completely supersede the older
system. This is partly to be explained by the circumstances of the time

1)I have transoripts of the whole or part of these three treatises, which I made many
years ago from my honoured friend and teacher Dr. Fausbdll's copies.

2) u. . pp. 188 fig.

8) Advertisement to Mason's edition of Kaccayana—“I look upon it too, as & necessary
complement of the Burmese Grammar. No one indeed can master thoroughly the Burmese
language unless he possesses & fair knowledge of the Pali.”

4) Mason (‘Pali Grammar’, in English, p. v.) says: “The book (Kaccryana’s Grammar) is
said to have been brought to Burmah, A. D, 887, by Buddhaghosa, and the Burmese transla-
tion and commentary are ascribed to him.”
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when Péanini appeared as an author. At that time the aim of ‘all literary

culture seems to have been victory in formal scholastic disputations, and
the object of teachers seems to have been to ensure victory to their pupils
by almost mechanical means; hence the siitra style which put in order
the mere heads of the successive arguments in the most concise way, and
by thus rendering these notes unintelligible except to the initiated, secrecy
powerfully aided their object. The peculiar relations existing in ancient
India between a teacher and his pupils would effectually prevent treachery,

~and so a system like Panini’s would long remain a secret in the pos-
session of comparatively few persons. It is thus possible to explain how
it happened that it was only after some eight hundred or a thousand
years that the older treatises begin to borrow from the Paniniya system!);
had it been possible, this would have occurred long before, for the Civa-
sitras and algebraic terms of Papini are too attractive to the Indian
mind to be neglected, and they offer many advantages in practice.

In the history of the civilization that has spread in the conrse of
about two thousand five hundred years from the extreme N. W. of India
over the whole peninsula, and even to Indo-China and the Malay archi-
pelago, the Aindra system of grammar fills precisely the same place that
Priscian’s grammar has in the history of Latin civilization. Just as the
early Catholic Missionaries in the sixteenth century, who went to Mexico,
S. America and Africa, and wrote so many meritorious grammars and
vocabularies of the strange languages they there discovered, but in every
instance and whatever might be the character of the language, found
in it the tenses and cases and parts of speech of Priscian, which, as
they imagined, constituted for them a science of Universal Grammar,
so the Buddhists—orthodox and heretical—who were the first Indian Mis-
sionaries, found in languages of the most opposite character, e.g. Tibetan
and Tamil, the eight cases (resp. seven and vocative) of the Sanskrit
and a fourfold division of words. Both the European and Indian Mis-

1) Cakatayana, Vopadeva, eto. It is remarkable that an Aindra treatise (thus Papiniyised)
should have appeared at first the best source to Bir W. Jones and others. (“As. Res.” i, p. 354.)
Forster’s Grammar (1810) is based on the Mugdhabodha, and probably Carey’s also; the re-
mains of a philosophical arrangement in it attracted attention rather than Panini's technioca-
lities. The earliest grammar by a European (that of P. Paulinus & 8t. Bartholemeo) is based
on a similar source which (in a MS8. note in his presentation copy to Anquetil which is now
in my possession) he states he got from two Brahmans at Angamala. May not Jinendra, the
commentator on the Kagika (to Panini’s sutras) and who was a Buddhist, have been the chief
means of communicating Panini’s system to others than Brahmans?
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sionaries applied this system mechanically; the only grammar they both
knew was to them a science, and became an imaginary universal gram-
mar. In its beginning, Sanskrit Grammar was derived from an analysis
of the facts of the language as was the Latin Grammar, but this false
notion of a science of general grammar prevented, both in India and
Europe, the analysis of strange languages; this true method has only
been introduced in this century chiefly owing to a knowledge of Panini’s
system. But (if my conclusions are just), the Aindra or older Indian
Grammar has had too important a place in eastern literary history to
allow of its being neglected with safety in the actual progress of research.
For the Aindra (or primitive Sanskrit) Grammar founded the analysis of
language; Panini’s systematized the results, and since then there was no
real progress till German scholars took up this (to Europe) new line of
research. If in any line of research, India is, here, original. .






APPENDIX A.

In considering the historical development of Sanskrit Literature (which
has as yet been done but to a small extent) the only possible way is to
compare the contents of books, one with another. But in doing so, no
one has thought fit, as yet, to fully enquire whether the texts as we have
them can be accepted in their integrity as evidence for particular pe-
riods. A general estimate has been formed in many cases of the age of a
particular work, but hardly in a single case has there been any attempt
made to show under what influences each work has been formed—in short,
to ascertain the age of the separate parts.

First, it is necessary to remark the singular circumstances under
which most of the standard texts have been delivered to the world. These
are nearly all according to the recensions established by various com-
mentators who all lived in 8. India, during the middle ages, and which
recensions or editions early attained a great reputation all over India
partly because of the intrinsic merits of these commentaries, partly because
they were the means of founding religious sects which soon spread all
over IndiaV.

Yet most of our editions—in fact, there are only two or three excep-
tions—are edited entirely from N. Indian Nagari MSS., and most of the
editors repudiated with scorn any help from the palm-leaf MSS. of the
South, a prejudice which is only now beginning to wear away. South
India has, in fact, contributed the texts, but N. India the secondary MSS.
from which the editions have been made. Here then is a primary reason
for not relying too much on the letter of our orthodox standard editions.

Again, it is evident that these commentaries must be taken for what
they are worth—very meritorious works in fact, yet sectarian; but a critic
who now-a-days would understand any particular passage in the traditional

1) It is only necessary to remark that our chief editions of the most important Vedic books
follow Qankaracarya and Sayana, and that Mallinatha’s recension is followed for Kalidasa's
works. (See Stenzler's “Meghadiuta”, 1874, pp. ili.-iv.)

9%
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collections known as the Vedas and other early texts, may not rely on
sectarian commentators. The works of such are chiefly of value for a
history of dogma, an interesting matter in itself, but quite foreign to
critical purposes. Such primitive texts as the Vedas are peculiarly liable
to misunderstandings, and it will often be found that commentators only
pretend to understand them ¢because they have grown accustomed to
misunderstand them”. It must be again asked if, besides unintentional
perversions, texts may not have been arranged, selected or interpolated
wilfully for certain purposes?

It appears to me that it is possible to establish some general princi-
ples, by which Sanskrit texts may be compared for historical purposes;
it was necessary to raise the question in order to show that it is possible
to use the grammatical texts in this way as Goldstiicker did, and as I
have attempted to do in the preceding monograph. If we know some
at least, of the laws which regulate the reflection of an object, we may,
to some extent, infer as to the nature of that object, though it be not
directly accessible.

Before dealing with the grammatical treatises, it will be best to see
what conclusion other texts point to. The earliest relics of Indian lite-
rary culture—the Vedas—are not of direct importance in this enquiry,
but it is necessary to notice their present condition and the indigenous
views regarding them.

The true nature of the Vedic collections is well pomted out by Profr.
Roth. He says": «Es ist eine bekannte Sache, dass die verschiedenen
Sammlungen alter Lieder, Spriiche, Formeln u. s. w. welche jede durch
eine besondere Benennung unterschieden unter dem gemeinsamen Namen
der Veden iiberliefert sind, nicht die einzigen ihrer Art waren. Jede
dieser Gattungen hatte ihre Arten. Wie in Religionsgemeinden, deren
Bestand auf eine Verkiindigung oder Lehre zuriickgeht, die Feststellung
des Inhalts dieser Lehre, da sie nicht bei allen und iiberall dieselben
Wege geht, zu verschiedenen Dogmen und dadurch zu Secten fiihrt, so
haben sich in Indien #hnliche Unterscheidungen, wenn auch mehr #us-
serlicher und darum weniger feindlicher Art, an der heiligen Uberliefe-
rung entwickelt und befestigt.

«Die vier Veden, in welche der gesammte Stoff dieser Uberlieferung
seit alter Zeit zerlegt wird: Lieder, Geséinge, Opferspriiche, Wiinsche und
Verwiinschungen (carmina, incantamenta, devotiones) sind urspriinglich

1) “Der Atharvaveda in Kasochmir”, pp. 9-10.
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nicht eben so viel Biicher, sondern Bezeichnungen von vier Gattungen
des iiberlieferten Wortes, welche lange Zeit nur im Ged#chtniss von
Geschlecht zu Geschlecht fortgepflanzt wurden. Sobald aber aus einer
dieser Gattungen eine bestimmte Auswahl getroffen und nach Aufeinander-
folge, Zahl und Wortlaut der einzelnen Stiicke festgestellt wurde—was
nach meinen Begriffen nur mit Hilfe der Schrift wirksam geschehen
konnte—so entstand ein vedisches Buch. Traf ein anderer Kenner und
Lehrer aus derselben Gattung des Uberlieferten eine im einzelnen ab-
weichende Wahl und setzte dieselbe ‘in seinem Kreise in Wirksamkeit,
...... so standen zwei Biicher nebeneinander, welche einen und denselben
Veda enthielten, beide aus derselben Tradition erwachsen waren wie zwel
Zweige eines Baumes. . . . .. .Es lisst sich annehmen, dass unter gegebenen
Verhiltnissen diese Unterschiede sich zu wirklichen Spaltungen erweitern
konnten; in der Regel jedoch sind sie sehr harmlos, ja so gut wie bedeu-
tungslos.”

The Indian view of the Vedic texts is remarkable; they are consider-
ed to have existed from. eternity and to have been uncreated). Thus,
the real ‘forms’ or types which exist in a higher world (like the Platonic
ideas), had representatives, but not necessarily perfect, on this earth.
As the Vedic texts® now exist, they are of little importance for the
present matter, but the old Indian doctrine concerning them is of much
importance, as it has been extended to other parts of the Sanskrit
literature.

1) Singularly enough some of the Muhammadan (Sunni) teachers taught exactly the same
doctrine in respect of the Qoran. On the Indian doctrine see Muir’s 8. Texts, iii. N

2) As we have the Vedic texts at present, they are not free from errors which must have
been made at the time of their last revision, or in the pre-historic times of India. 8o also
some stanzas are irrelevant “interpolations where they ocour, and the proper order has not
always been preserved in hymns which are otherwise intact. See Roth “Der Atharvaveda in
Kaschmir,” p. 19; and “Biebenzig Lieder des Rigveda” passim. See also, Benfey — ¢ Einleitung
in die Grammatik der Vedischen Sprache” p. 8 fig.; and his treatise “Die Quantitatsverschie-
denheiten in den Samhita- und Pada-Texten der Veden,” i., pp. 12, 25. Special researches
of the most interesting character are those by Profr. de Gubernatis (in “Annuario della Bocieta
Italiana per gli studi Orientali” I. pp. 41-49); Bollensen (in “Orient und Occident,” ii., pp.
457 ffg.) But the whole tradition of the Vedioc texts as handed down is, beyond doubt, sur-
prisingly aocurate [see especially Profr. Mux Miller’s Rigvedasamhita (translation), i. pp.
Ixvii. fig.]; and this is not only the case with the Samhitas but also in many cases with the
later Brahmanas. Some, however, have undergone revision (see my “Samavidhana Br.” i.,
pPp- X., ffig. in which M. Barth concurs—“Revue Critique” 1873, No. 44, p. 282). I have in
another place (“Devatadhyays Br.” Preface, p. xi.) attempted to show that some Brahmanas
were put in their present order by Sayana, and that he must be considered as the final author
of the Vedioc canon; on this see M. Barth’s artiole in the “Revue Critique” No. 12 of 1874, p. 179.

.
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Thus Patanjali says:!) «Brihaspatir Indriya divyavarshasahasram prati-
padoktanam ¢abdinan ¢abdaparayanam provica na 'ntam jagama | Brihas-
patig ca pravakta Indrag ca 'dhyeta, divyam varshasahasram adhyayana-
kalaZ | na ca ntam jagima” etc. This is the ‘ideal’ science; to meet
actual wants of mortals we have ‘grammar’. A little reflection will show
that this view must necessarily hold good in respect of all ‘¢astras’, and
hence, that with treatises which profess to come originally by revelation
it is not possible to expect an exact reproduction of a primitive text, for
there probably never was one; rather, the oldest treatises we have, are to
be looked on as the joint work of many generations of teachers and pupils,
and the result of much revision. The Indian view is given by Colebrooke?):
«It is a received and well grounded opinion of the learned in India that
no book is altogether safe from changes and interpolations until it have
been commented: but when once a gloss has been published, no fabrica-
tion could afterwards succeed; because the perpetual commentary notices
every passage, and, in general, explains every word.” But there are
comparatively few such commentaries, and very few of a remote date,
and there is often reason to believe that these have caused in effect, the
loss of different recensions®), which not being protected by such a useful
aid, have fallen into neglect. As I have already remarked, such com-
mentariest) often originated new errors in addition to those already ex-
isting in the texts.

1) Benares lithog. ed. i., ff. 10b.-11a. See in the magnificent photo-zincograph edition
issued by the India Office, p. 14, of vol. i.

2) “Essays” i., pp. 98-9.

8) S8ee my “Samavidhanabrahmana” i., pp. xxxiif.-xxxiv.

4) Burnouf [*Bhagavatapurana”, ii. (folio ed.) pp. vi.-vii.] already in 1844, protested against
a servile adherence to the Commentaries. He says: “J’ai continué & accorder une assez grande
conflance au commentaire de ¢ridhara Svamin, qui est en général ample et exact. Je I'ai
suivi principalement toutes les fois qu'il a été question d'un point de fait ou de dootrine; dans
les passages purement poétiques, je me suis permis plus de liberté. Ce n’est pas que je pense
que nous devions abjurer le sens commun et la connaisance que nous avons acquise de la
langue sanscrite, pour nous soumettre en aveugles aux explications souvent mesquines et
erronées des commentateurs indigénes; mais je suis d’avis que leurs opinions mériteront tou-
jours une attention particuliére . . . . . Enfin, la condescendance qu’on peut avoir pour leurs
opinions n’exercera jamais sur le progrés européen des études indiennes une trds-fAcheuse
influence; car, de deux choses 'une: ou les explications brahmaniques sont vraies, et alors
elles (vii.) se justifieront plus tard «d’elles-mémes; ou elles sont fausses, et alors la oritique
ne tardera pas & posséder les moyens d’en faire justice, Qui aurait le courage de reprocher
au digne et & jamais regrettable Frédéric Rosen d'avoir suivi, un peu servilement peut-étre,
les sentiments des commentateurs indiens? et qui, d’un autre c8té, pourrait étre bldmé d’op~-
poser & ces sentiments quelques-unes de ces interprétations simples et fécondes, qui sortent si
naturellement des textes expliqués pur les seuls secours de la philologie?” This is Profr.
Max Miiller’s view.
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Thus, it is evident, it will not be safe to start with an assumption
that the later Sanskrit texts have been preserved from interpolations, or
that we can look back in hopes of arriving at a text as originally written
by its author; in this they form a striking contrast to the Vedic collections.

" 1. The current texts of the epic poems fully support this view.

a. Ramiyana. It has long been known that two chief recensions
at least of this epic are in existence; the texts of which agree generally
in substance but very little in language and expression. The existence
of the second recension!) which is generally accepted as the oldest and
best, was first established by A. W. von Schlegel in his edition published
in 1838; but the many persons who have used the Ramayana as an
authority for early Indian history and the history of Indian ideas, have (ex-
cept Dr. Muir) entirely neglected this fact. The most remarkable Essay
by Profr. Weber—On the Ramayana’—has excited so much attention
that better hopes may be entertained for the future.

As regards the first recension (commonly called Gauda) whlch pre-
vails in Bengal, there is comparatively little information as to its history
and eventual origin. It has been edited in full by Gorresio, and in the
most splendid style; the first edition (of part only) was by Carey and
Marshman, from 1806 to 1810%). But, like all the earlier editions, this last
was eclectic, and does not always follow the same MS. or any consistent
rule. Gorresio’s estimate of this recension is as follows: “Il mio giudizio
&; che la recensione Gaudana non pud essere in nessun modo nata d’una
rimutazione, d’un rifacimento della boreale; che essa & al tutto indepen-
dente da.quella, non rilavorata, rimpastata, ma originale, autentica, e
degna di fede quanto l’altra, che ella attinse da sorgenti sue proprie,
schiette, ed autorevoli, quanto quelle della boreale e rappresenta fedel-
mente un’altra tradizione del poema—" etc®). Of the history of this
recension I cannot find any certain traces, but it must be of some
age, as Gorresio shows that there have been several commentaries on it4).
Profr. F. E. Hall, however, considers this recension to be a modern de-
pravation®).

1) Schlegel’s edition i., pp. xxii. ffg. A remarkable MBS, of this recension is described by
Profr. Aufrecht, “Catalogus” pp. 844-5. Gorresio calls it ‘boreale’, but it is current all over
India, except Bengal, and with slight variations.

2)8ee p. xvi. of Vol. 1, for Schlegel’s justly severe criticisms on this edition; Gorresio
(i., p. xix.) concurs.

8) ed. Gorresio, i., pp. x1. fig. The matter is disoussed at length.

4) Do. pp. xxii-xxiii.

5) See his edition of Wilson’s Vishnupurana, ii., p. 190 'noie
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Of the second chief recension which Schlegel brought into notice it is
possible to show that it has not been left unaltered. This important in-
formation is due to the anonymous author of the oldest commentary that
we possess as regards this recension, and which is referred to everywhere
as an authority—the Katakatika. The name given to this work is omi-
nous, the Kataka being the berry of the poisonous strychnine tree which
is used in India (so people say) to clear muddy water!); but the author
has stated, in more than one place, the principles on which he worked.
These were first pointed out by Dr. Muir? ; they are as follows:

1. That a passage is to be rejected which is not in the old copies.
And apparently:

2. That a passage is to be rejected, if inconsistent with the rest of
the text. The subsequent commentators quote these principles and the
precedent of the author of the Katakatika in justification of their treat-
ment of the text. It is, therefore, obvious that it is impossible to trust
very far the text of the comméntators, for they clearly state that they
bave revised the text on principles which are not admitted to be trust-
worthy by modern critics. Besides these two chief recensions, the MSS.
vary greatly in minor details as Profr. Weber has proved.

There is no way of determining the date of the author of the Kataka-
tika, but there is nothing to indicate that this commentary is older than
the revival of Sanskrit studies in the Deccan which dates from the 12th
century. As the author invokes Kalahasti¢a, he must have been a native
of the Telugu country.

It is unfortunate that we have none of the older commentaries; for
these would throw much light on the actual results of the work of their
authors, but it is not difficult to see that as all commentators started
with a knowledge of grammar and rhetoric as their means, they would
gradually eliminate what they deemed ungrammatical or inconsistent
with the rules of the Alaikaragastra. There is yet another cause which

1) S8ee Wilson’s Dy. s. v. The author says:
Asamgatavyakritipamsupankilam
Ramayanatirthasamuddhritamritam |
Yogindravanikatakad vipankilam
Sarvopakaraxamam astu sarvada ||
I quote from the Tanjore MS. The name should rather be “Ramayanamritakataka'’, but
the abridged form is also used.
2) “Banskrit Texts” iv., pp. 180-1.
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Profr. Weber first pointed out!’—the influence of a prevailing riti or
‘style’.  Dandin, the author of the Kavyadarga, and who probably belongs
to the 6th century A. D., recognized two such, the Gaudi (or Northern)
and Vaidarbhi (or Southern) riti. Later writers such ‘as Mammata,
Vamana and others add four—Pancali, Lati, Avantika and Magadhi—all
of which came between the two original styles. The descriptions of these
various kinds of riti are often rhetorical and fanciful, but any observant
reader of the two recensions of the Ramayana and (e.g.) a Jain treatise in
Sanskrit, will at once notice a marked difference in the style of com-
position and in the vocabulary of all three. Dandin lays most stress on
the rhetorical peculiarities, less on the linguistic; he says®:

“Asty aneko girdm marga’ sixmabheda’ parasparam |

Tatra Vaidarbha-Gaudiyau varnyete prasphutantarau ||

Glesha’ prasada’s samatd madhuryam sukumarata |

Arthavyaktir udaratvam oja% kantisamadhaya/ ||

Iti Vaidarbhamargasya prana dagagunak smritiz |

Esham viparyayak prayo drigyate®) Gaudavartmani || *

Having thus distinguished the two styles, he proceeds to illustrate

the peculiarities, but the first only is appreciable:

Glishtam asprishtagaithilyam alpaprapaxarottaram |

Githilaz* ; “malatimala lolalikalila” yatha ||

It is remarkable that the phonetic character here assigned to the

Southern style would reduce the alphabet to very nearly the Dravidian
phonetic system, and the alleged contrary preference of the aspirates and
sibilants (which is a feature so noticeable in the N. Indian vernaculars)
indicate that Dandin’s remark has a solid foundation®, though I have not
been able to prove it in spite of a careful analysis of the letters in several dif-
ferent passages. Ihave, however, noticed that the S. recension has, e. g., krii-
ra instead of the Northern ghora. The other alleged peculiarities of the Sou-
thern style are not capable of analysis in this way, but they show accurate
observation. That the influence of local style must have been powerful is a
necessary consequence of the circumstances under which the later Sanskrit

1) “Uber das Ramayana”, p. 76.

2)i., 40-48 of the Bibl. Indica edition (pp. 87-9).

8) Tanjore MS. 10,5115. reads laxyate.

4) Do. “githila malati®” etec.

5) This would tell much against the 8. Indian M8S. were they not supported by early com-
mentaries, and were it not an ascertained fact that the copyists of the Peninsula have always
been more painfully sorupulous than those of the North.

10
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books were composed. The language was then dead, and cultivated for
literary purposes by people of very different races and varied habits.
It is difficult to imagine two languages the construction and phonetics of
which differ more completely than is the case with Hindi and Tami], and
it is easy to see in the perfectly correct and grammatical Sanskrit com-
positions of writers of these two races that there is a perceptible difference
of style, and, the Sanskrit vocabulary being amazingly copious, difference
of race has led to the preference of peculiar words in different parts of
India, as more harmonious!. The authors of N. India have (except in
verse) preserved a good deal of the primitive terseness of the oldest
Sanskrit prose; the writers of the South (e.g. Gankaracarya and Sayana)
are, on the other hand, remarkable for excessively involved and long senten-
ces chiefly constructed by the aid of ‘iti’ which is there used just like the
Tamil ‘ezru’. The effect of these influences is very remarkably evident
in the dialects now spoken by tribes which have emigrated from N. to S.
India. The Dakhni differs from Urdu not only by a softer pronunciation
but also in construction and vocabulary, and this is still more the case
with the dialect of Mahrathi spoken by the silk-weavers of Tanjore who
. (they say) originally came from Devagiri in the Deccan.

Lastly, come the alterations and interpolations which result from ex-
tensive religious movements. Of the earliest period of this nature we
know but little; the resulting influences appear to have been eclectic and
anti-buddhistic. The most important period, and, in fact, the only one
deserving serious notice is that of the reforms originated by Gankaracarya
whose Vedanta doctrines are so well known.

The question of such modifications as these, and the results produced
by them was first treated by Burnouf in the prefaces? to the several
volumes of his edition and translation of the Bhagavata Purana; he there
remarked the strong Vaishnava tendency not only of the Mahabharata
but also of the Bhagavatapurana, and especially the assimilation of

" Vishnu with Narayana®). The Ramayana also displays a strong Vaishnava
tendency®. It is evident that this is the natural consequence of the

1) Lassen noticed long ago that the Gauda and Southern recensjons of the Ramayana
differed in unessential forms of expression. (Gorresio, i., p. xxxviii.) Schlegel had previously
noticed the irregularities of form which are frequent in the Gauda recension.

2) He, however, considers that the Mahabharata and Ramayana have escaped to a great
extent (vol. iii., p. xxix.).

8) Do. p. xliv. The whole preface to vol. iii. refers to this subject.

4) Weber, “Uber. das Ramayana”, pp. 6-7. 59.
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vedantism of Gankardcirya which identifies Vishnu-Nardyana with the
Supreme Being!); this system is by far the most popular in the Peninsula,
and has bad the most influence in literature. The subsequent Vaishnava
reforms (of R@ménujacarya and Madhvacarya) came comparatively late,
and certainly did not lead to any alterations of texts. The literature to
which they gave rise consists chiefly of commentaries on original works
the text of which was already settled.

Profr. Weber’s researches have brought down the earliest limit of the
actual redactions of the Ramayana to about the 3rd or 4th century A.D.
and considering all the circumstances that he has discussed, it is difficult
to refuse to accept this conclusion. The real point of his treatise seems
to me, as yet, unanswered; for, though, no doubt, the Ramayana has old
matter as a foundation, and has incorporated many of the old verses
which form the débris of the older Sanskrit literature and which are often
met with elsewhere®), the latest period of redaetion can only be considered
80 long as the text has not been critically separated into its elements.

The causes of interpolation and alteration which I have mentioned
above, together with the results of the clerical errors of copyists during
several hundreds of years, are quite sufficient to account for the rise of
different recensions such as we now find, though originally the Ramayana
was the work of a real author. It is probable that before it was redu-
ced into the form of a regular book, parts were current in the form of
ballads®).

5. Mahabhérata. Comparatively little attention has been paid to
this epic, and (except by a few scholars) the uncritical Calcutta edition
is generally quoted. It has been supposed¥ that there is only one
recension of the Mahabharata; but this, I shall show, is a mistake,

1) Hall, “Rational Refutation”, p. 199 note, and 212 note.

2) Burnouf’s remarks (Bhagavata P. i., p. ox.) are worth quoting still. He says: “On
commenta les Vedas; on en développa les opinions spéoulatives; on rassembla les légendes
relatives aux sages dont ces anociens livres faisaient connaftre les noms. En un mot, on re-
produisit dans un idiome plus facile et plus épuré, les opinions et les croyances dont ces livres,
incontestablement antiques, avaient gardé le dépét. Voild pourquoi les productions des der-
niers Ages de la littérature sansorite ont encore un caractdre si manifestement ancien. Ces
productions sont, pour le fond du moins, de beaucoup antérieures & la date qu’elles portent.
Leur forme seule est moderne . . . . . J'en excepte les modifications qu’apportérent au fonds
des oroyances vediques les inventions des sectes qui se les partagdrent, pour les développer
chacune & sa manidre.”

8) Cfr. Weber, “Literaturgeschichte”, pp. 182-38.

4) Monier Williams, “Indian Wisdom”, p. 888. “It should be noticed that the purity of
its (i. e. the Ramayana’s) text has been exposed to risks which the longer epic has escaped.”

10*
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though it will be impossible to give more than general results here, owing
to the enormous extent of all texts of the Mahabharata, and also because
I have not a complete copy of the new (or Southern) recension to refer
to. The other most marked recension is that which prevails in N. India,
and which appears to have been finally settled about the 16th century
A. D. by Nilakantha's commentary. All the MSS. of the Harivamga to
which I have been able to refer, are so nearly alike, that it is pretty
certain that this is a comparatively modern work, as has indeed been
generally supposed. The Calcutta edition of it represents the current
text very fairly.

To give briefly the chief results of such superficial comparison of the
two recensions of the Mahabharata as I have been able hitherto to make,
I shall separate the text into three parts according to the evidence in
their favour—1) the chief episodes, 2) the shorter, final books, and® the
longer books which are mostly at the beginning.

1. The Episodes agree narrowly in all the MSS. As regards the
Bhagavadgita, the very complete commentary of GQankaracarya, the text
of which is supported even to the minutest details by subsequent glosses,
amply proves that this famous poem is in exactly the same condition now?
as it was in the 7Tth century A. D. There were commentaries before
Qankara’s, but they are not now in existence?). Another well known
episode—the Nalopakhydna—presents a few various readings in the
grantha MSS., but not one of these is of any importance. The ‘Samudra-
manthana’ in the S. recension contains some verses which are not in the
Nagari MSS.

2. The shorter final books. All tlre MSS, agree fairly well in these

books (xvi., xvii., xviii.), though various readings are numerous. The dif-

ferences in entire Glokas do not amount to more than five per cent, and
these are generally omitted in the N. recension.

3. The longer books. These differ to as great an extent as the two
chief recensions of the Ramayana, they also often differ in the number
of their chapters as follows:

1) Mr. C. P. Brown had a most careful ocollation made of Cankaracarya’s commentary
with Lassen’s text; if I recollect rightly, the result was a single v.!/. of no importance! I am
not able, at present, to refer to Mr. Brown’s edition (in the Telugu character) which was pub-
lished at Madras in 1852. This agrees with the results of my own collations.

2) Bee the passage quoted by Aufrecht— “Catalogus”, p. 8. Jankaraearya gives 700 as the
number of verses, which is actually the case. Bruce and Grasberger's ‘Nala' are eolectic
compilations.
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Nigarl recension ° Grantha recension

1. Adiparvan 250 248
1. Sabhd— 111 120
u1. Vana— 306 302
1v. Virata— 77 71
v. Udyoga— 200 200
vl Bhishma— 118 118
vil. Drona— ‘198 198
vii. Karna— 119 111
1IX. Qalya— 65 67
X. Sauptika— 26 28
XI. Stri— 18 19
x11. Canti— : 364 363
X11I. Anugasana— 252 ?
X1v. Agvamedha— 105 119
xv. Agrama— , 46 45

The conventional division of the Mahabharata into 18 books is very
unsatisfactory for critical purposes, as it prevents an easy separation of
the several parts, and the S. Indian division into 24 is preferable. By this
the Adip. is divided into three (Adip.=8 ch.; Astikap.=40 ch; Sam-
bhavap. =200 ch.), the Qalyap. into two (Calyap. =56 ch.; Gadap.=11ch.),
the Sauptikap. into three (Sauptikap.=9 ch.; Aihikap.=11 ch.; Vigokap.=
8 ch.), and the Cantip. into two (Rajadharma =172 ch.; Moxadharma=
191 ch.). Other divisions can be traced. )

The following will show the differences between the two recensions
such as ordinarily occur. I have chosen a fairly average instance where
the texts fairly agree; to show how interpolations occur in the Nagarl
text would need more space than I can give here.

Nagari Adip. ch xi. 1-7, with which the ch. ends:
Ruru’| Katham himsitavint sarpan ca raja Janamejayak? |
Sarpa va himsitas tena kimartham? dvijasattama! 1RSI
Kimartha» moxitag cai 'va pannagas tena dhimata |
Astikena tad dcaxva grotum icchami tatvatas. 2

Rishir uvaca|Croshyasi tvam Ruro sarvam astikacaritaz mahat |
Brahmananam kathayatdm ity uktva ’'ntaradhiyata || 3|
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Sautir uvica | Ity uktvd 'ntarhite tasmin yogad rishivare prabho |
Sambhraméavishtahridayo Rurur mene tad adbhutam |4 ||

Rurug ca ’pi vanam sarvam paryadhavat samantataZ |
Tam rishiz nashtam anvicchan sa ¢ranto nyapatad bhuvi || 5 ||

Sa moha paramam gatva nashtasamjna iva 'bhavat |
Tad risher vacanam tathyam cintayana% puna’ puna% |6 ||

Labdhasamjno Rurug ca ’sthat tac ca ‘cakhyau pitus tada |
Pita ca ’sya tad akhyanam prishta’ sarvam nyavedayat || 7 ||

Southern. Adip. ch. viii., end:

Ruru’ | Katham himsitavant sarpan xattriyo Janamejayas? |

Sarpa va himsitas tena kimartham? rishisattama! 1
Kimartham moxitas tena pannagig cai ’va ¢amsa me |
Astikena tad acaxva grotum icchamy ageshata’ 2]

Rishi% | Groshyase tvam Ruro vatsa! astikam caritam mahat (sic) |
Brahmananam kathayatam ity uktva 'ntaradhiyata  ||3||
Stita%z| Rurus tv atha vanam sarvam paryadhavat samantata’ |
Tam rishiz nashtam anvicchan sambhranto njapatadbhuvi"tl“
Labdhasamjno Rurur uttasthau tac ca ’cakhyau pitus tada |
Pitre tu sarvam dkhyaya dundubhasya vaco 'rthavat | 5|
Apricchat pitaram bhiiya% so ’sti kasya vacas tatha |
Yat tad akhyanam akhilaz dundubhena 'tha kirtitam ||6||
Tat kirtyamana bhagavan grotum icchimi tatvata’ |
Pita ca ’sya tad akhyanam prishta’s sarvam nyavedayat || 7 ||

Nagari Adip. ck. xii, 1:
Gaunaka uvaca | Kimartham rajagardilak sa raja Janamejaya |

Sarpasattrena sarpanam gato 'ntam tad vadasva me! |
Nikhilena tatha tatvam Saute! sarvam ageshatak! | 1||
Astikag ca dvijagreshtas kimartham japatam vara’ |
Moxayam asa bhujayan pradiptdd vasuretasa’ 121
Kasya putra% sa raja ’sit sarpasattram ya aharat |
So ca dvijatipravara’ kasya putro? ’bhidhatsva me! || 3|

Siitas | Mahad astikam akhyanam yad etat procyate budhaiZ |
Sarvam etad ageshena ¢rinu me vadatiam vara! ]
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Gaunaka’ | Grotum icchamy ageshena katham eta» manoramam |
Astikasya puranarsher brahmapasya yagasvina’ 151
Siita uvaca | Itihasam imas viprak puranam paricaxate |
Krishnadvaipayanaproktaz Naimisharanyavasishu |6 ||

Southern recension. Adip. ¢k ix., 1:

‘ (Benediction). .

Caunaka/’ | Kimartham rajagardila’ sa raja Janamejaya’ |
Sarpasattrena sarpanam gato 'ntam tad vadasva me!|| 1|
Astikas tu dvijagreshta’ kimartham japatam vara’ |
Moxayam &sa bhujangan diptat tasmad dhutaganat || 2|
Kasya putraz sa raja ’sit sarpasattraz yatha ‘harat |
Sa ca dvijatipravarak kasya putro? vadasva tat! || 3

Grotum icchamy ageshena katham etdz manoharim |

Astikasya puranasya brahmanasya tapasvinaZ 141
SiitaZ | Mahad akhyanam astikas yathai 'tad procyate budhaiZ |
Sarvam etad ageshena ¢rinu me vadatam vara! 151

Itihdisam imam vriddhd% puranam paricaxate | .
Krishpadvaipayanaproktaz Naimisharanyavasinaz || 6 ||

In general, the result of a collation of the two recensions of the Adi-
parvan is, that the Nagari recension has about ten per cent more glokas
than the S. recension; these ¢lokas generally form passages wanting
in the last. Of the rest of the text, a considerable portion (numerous
vo. Il. apart) is the same in both; the rest of the text presents ¢lokas
found in the Dev. recension, but with many vv. iI. and in a totally different
order. The short chapters agree generally in both recensions.

It is obvious that I can do no more here than give the principal
results of a’long (though, as yet, incomplete) examination of the Tanjore
MSS. I hope to give more details in my Catalogue of those MSS. The
causes of this present condition of the text of the Mahabharata appear
to be the same that I have already mentioned in respect of the Ramayana,
and like it, the 'dijferent recensions of the Mahdbharata appear to have
sprung from a text based on a number of ballads, and then subjected to
an eclectic revision, thus:
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Original collection of ballads.

Eclectic text with episodes added to it.

A. N. Recension (Nagari), B. S. Recension (Grantha),
& revision of the longer an independent revision of the
books, settled finally by longer books.

Nilakantha’s Commentary.

(For Lassen’s views, see I. A-K. ii., 499 ffg.)

How long.shall we have to wait before we have critical editions of
even parts of both these recensions? Even the late Profr. Goldstiicker
did no more than think of such a task as possible with respect to the
Nagari recension; had he known of the existence of the S. recension,
I doubt if even he would have ventured to think of such a stupendous
labour?),

It is impossible for me here to enter on the question of the condition
of the texts of the Puranas, because with the exception of two (Bhagavata
and Vaishnava) they have been hardly studied at all. Both these Pura-
nas are preserved in a single recension only, but it must be remarked
that the Bhagavata has been long suspected®) to be the work of Vopadeva
(12th century), and it is thus impossible to expect a variety of recensions
especially as the text has been well supported by commentaries. Both
strongly support the Vedanta doctrine?.

But the existence of several recensions of a text is not confined to
the epic poetry of India; we find it to be the case with purely literary
compositions by historic personages, e.g. Kalidasa; the existence of two re-
censions of one play, the Qakuntala, has long been known, and they have been
discussed by Dr. Pischel in an elaborate essay*. He inclines to consider
the Bengali recension to be the best. The existence of different recen-
sions of other dramatic poems is also established. The causes of this are
obscure; errors of copyists and the usual causes of various readings are

1) There are about 836 MSS. of the whole or parts of the M. Bh. in the Tanjore Library.

2) Bee Burnouf’s edition (in folio) Vol. i., pp. lii. ffg., where the Indian traots on its origin
are translated in full. Burnouf’s conclusions appear to render this attribution to Vopadeva
most probable, and this view had already been approved by Colebrooke.

8) As regards the text of the Puranas, Sayana’s ‘Qankaravilasa’ will give much informa-
tion, for he there quotes whole chapters from a number of Puranas of which.he gives the
names; he also gives the numbers of the chapters.

4) “De Kalidasae Qakuntali recensionibus”, particula prima, 1870,
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insufficient to account for such differences as we find in the Gakuntala, even
though (as in this case) they have been at work for an unusually long period.
In all probability these causes are to be sought in the difference of the
ssthetic (or rather rhetorical) ideals of the different parts of India, and which
have already been mentioned above. Dr. PischelV) has severely criticized
Profr. Monier Williams’ statement that «the bold and nervous phraseology
of Kalidasa has been either emasculated or weakened’” which is certainly not
what one would expect from the Gauda style as defined by Indian rhetori-
cians?); but the long passages in the third act of the Bengali recension
where (says Profr. Monier Williams)—¢the love-scene between the king and
Cakuntala has been expanded to five times the length it occupies in the
Devanagari recension, and the additions are just what an indelicate ima-
gination might be expected to supply®)”’—are certainly interpolations.
Dr. Pischel has shown the origin of several of the readings of the Deva-
nagari recension, and proved that they are inferior to those of the Bengali
or Gauda recension; yet, it is evident that the last-mentioned recension
does not present an immaculate text. But there is a third recension, that
of the Grantha MSS., which seems preferable to either the Devanagari
or Gauda recensions; if those be taken to represent the result of the
action of the Vaidarbha and Gauda @sthetical notions upon the original
text, it is certain that the Grantha MSS. have preserved many readings
preferable to either, and which do not in any way show traces of the
Vaidarbha style, though the Grantha text is nearest to the Devanagari.

The condition of other Sanskrit books such as the Pancatantra is yet
more remarkable, as identity of form is seldom preserved in the several
recensions we have of these texts, and additions to the matter are frequent.
At least four texts of the Pancatantra are known, and Profr. Benfey has
discussed these with the greatest care and minuteness*). The fourth (which
I found in S. India) he considers, is the nearest to the original forms.
But the Pancatantra is not the only popular collection of stories which
appears in various forms; the Vetalapancavimgati, Gukasaptati and others
are in the same condition.

An interesting example of the way in which these texts were modified
is shown by the Brihat Kathamanjari of Xemendra, from which Somadeva

1) u. 8. p. 29.

2) SBee above, p. 78.

8) “Cakuntala”, 1858. p. viii.

4) Benfey, “Pancatantra, libersetzt mit Einleitung und Anmerkungen”, 2 vol. 8°—1859.

5) The same in the Academy, iii., p. 189 (1st April, 1872) and also in the Allg. Zeitung.
11
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adapted his Kathéasaritsagara. Besides improving the bald style of the
original, and putting the stories in a better form, Somadeva has done
little but change the order of the sections as originally arranged"); the
matter and frame-work of the collection remain the same. In this case
both authors appear to have been natives of N. India; Somadeva lived in
Cashmere. '

Collections of stanzas (as might be expected) differ in an endless
number of ways, but yet the number of verses not common to the various
texts is comparatively small. Examples of this are furnished by Hala’s
Saptagataka which has been so carefully examined by Profr. Weber?,
and also by the collection attributed to a Bhartrihari®.

Even the Buddhist texts exhibit different recensions, as Profr. Féer
has shown to be the case with the Daharasiitrat).

Thus, alike, books invested with a sacred character as well as ordinary
literary works, have not escaped alteration, revision, and modification
in many ways. :

To multiply examples (as I could easily do) would be useless. The
result, so far, of this brief summary of the enquiries into the actual
condition of the texts of some of the more important of the different
classes of Sanskrit works may be fairly stated thus: they exist in dif-
. ferent recensions which have been altered under various influences—reli-
gious and eclectic, critical and the like®)., The necessary conclusion is
that it is indispensable to examine closely the texts of the grammatical
treatises to see if they have been also modified in any way, or if they

form an exception; for before this is determined they cannot be safely

used for historical purposes.
It is obvious that grammatical treatises are little likely to be influ-
enced by some of the causes already mentioned; but owing to their in-

1) The first 5 books follow the same order in both texts; the others correspond as follows:
vi. (Brihatk.)==8 (Kathasarits.); vii.=6; viii.=11; ix.=12; x.=18; xi.=18; xii.=
17; xiii.=14; xiv.=17; xv.=9; xvi.=10. The short passage I have given above (pp. 2.
8. motes) will show the difference of style. See also Dr. Biihler's paper in the Indian
Antiquary, i. pp. 302 fig.

2)«Uber das Saptagatakam des Hala" 1870. “Uber d. Saptag. Hala” (additions) in Z. d.
M. G. xxvi. pp. 785-745. “Zum Baptag. des Hala” in the same, xxviii. pp. 845-486.

8) See the ‘Bombay Sanskrit Series’ edition, pp. 3 fig.

4) “Journal Asiatique” viie. série, iv., pp. 297-368.

5)I think that it is obvious that the religious influences to be traced in the Sanskrit texts
noticed above—viz., 1)the eclectic anti-buddhistic, and 2)the earlier Vedanta movements —
are of little consequence compared with the rhetorical revisions to which nearly all Indian
texts (except the Vedas) have been gradually subjected.
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tricate arrangement, it is evident that they are very likely to have been
amended and completed almost unconsciously; I shall, therefore, briefly
consider what eviderice there is as to the state of the texts of these gram-
matical treatises, and the alterations that may have been made in them.

1. As regards the (ixds, it is only necessary to remark that the
Paniniyagixa exists in two widely different recensions, and that it is pro-
bable that the Naradagixa is in the same state, and perhaps also the
Qixa attributed to Bharadvaja. The others are known only by name as
yet. The brevity of these little treatises leaves small room for criticism,
for comparison is hardly possible where there is so little to analyse.

2. The case of the Pratigakhyas is very different, and the state of
these texts has been already ascertained with considerable exactness.

a. Rigvedapratigakhya. Of all the grammatical treatises in Sans-
krit that we possess, this remarkable work bears every sign of being a
primitive treatise. ~Written in verse, especially in ¢lokas—a metre
well suited to assist the memory, and certainly used in very early times
in India—the construction of the rules is simple, and shows no trace of
the ingenuity so remarkable in Panini’s sitras. But with all this, the
language is essentially the modern literary Sanskrit, and M. Regnier
has assigned very good grounds for believing that parts are accretions
as Profr. Whitney appropriately terms them.

Thus as regards the second chapter he says: «Ce qui dans ce chapitre
et dans tout le reste de ’ouvrage, laisse le plus & désirer, c’est 1'ordre et
la méthode, surtout pour les énumérations d’irrégularités. Elles sont,
en beaucoup d’endroits, entassées comme au hasard, au lieu d’étre rangées
soit d’aprés leur ressemblance ou leur identité, soit dans 1’ordre ou les
régles ont été données. En outre, quelques-uns des derniers glokas ne se
rapportent pas directement au sujet traité dans le chapitre. C’est une
trace de compilation, comme nous en rencontrerons, et en bien plus grand
nombre, dans d’autres parties de I’ouvrage.”

Again he says of q.xiii. (iii., 1): “Le chapitre xiii. est désigné particu-
lidrement par ce nom (Cixapatala) & la fin de la formule qui le cldt. ...
C’est, entre tous peut-8tre, celui qui a le plus visiblement le caractére
d’'une compilation. Les fragments dont il se compose y semblent jetés, -
vers le milieu surtout, péle-méle et sans ordre. On n’a pris aucun soin
pour déguiser la diversité d’origine des sfitras et les concilier entre
eux; mais, malgré, ce désordre, on pourrait méme dire, & certains égards,
4 cause de ce désordre méme, ce chapitre est fort curieux; il expose. ...

11*
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des opinions diverses, et emprunte des axiomes 4 plusieurs écoles. Il nous
permet de juger, par un example caractéristique, de la terminologie des
maitres antérieurs & Gaunaka, et des progrés qu’avaient faits jusqu’a ce
dernier, et peut-étre grace & lui, la précision et la netteté.”

Again of the three last chapters he says: ¢Le chapitre xvii a beaucoup
moins d’unité et offre, ainsi que le suivant, de nombreuses traces de
compilation.. . .Par leur sujet, comme par leur style et leur forme, ces
trois patalas se détachent du reste de l'ouvrage, et ressemblent a
un traité spécial et complet en lui-méme, qu’'on") aurait rattaché aprés
coup.” .

These admirable criticisms will show that the Rigvedaprati¢ikhya is
a work gradually built up") in its present form; in it, we find that it is
said to be aredaction by Caunaka of a treatise by Qakalya; but though this
would (in accordance with the contents) point out that the material is pri-
mitive, there is nothing (except the technical style), that would justify the
attribution of this Pratigakhya, as it stands, to a period before Panini. So
_ far as the more important part of the materials goes, this may well be
the case, but the language and interpolations render much uncertain.
With these reservations it entirely deserves the title given it by Profr.
Max Miiller “the oldest text book. of Vedic phonetics.”

That the Rigvedaprati¢akhya really does represent a treatise older
than Panini has been proved in a remarkable way. Panini quotes Ga-
kalya four times, and Profr. Max Miiller shows that these rules are really
the same as rules in the Rigvedapratigikhya. He has also pointed out
in it other primitive matter common both to Yaska and Panini. In such a
case, and considering Panini’s style, it is obviously impessible to expect
more than identity of matter. Profr. Goldstiicker took a different view,
and held that this Pratigakhya is posterior to Panini. His chief reason
is that the Pratigakhyas are ‘“more complete, and deal much more satis-
factorily with their subject-matter than Panini?), and that they must,
therefore, be subsequent to the latter whose work they ¢complete and
amend”. He, however, admitted that there is but little than can be
compared® in the two, and this little consists of the matter referring to
the changes of n into n and s into sh (Rigvedapr. ch. v.) and the prolong-
ation of the vowels a, i, u, (chapters vii,, viii., and ix.), and a few ana~-

1) As even Profr. Goldstiicker admitted (4dcademy, July 9th 1870. p. 272.) There are
also a fow probable interpolations, e. g., where (aunaka’s opinion is discussed. .

2) Do. p. 271; “Panini’s Place,” p. 199.

8) “Panini's Place,” pp. 198-9,
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logous rules in Panini’s Grammar. No doubt, here the Prati¢akhya is
more complete, but it simply gives all the cases in a particular text of
the Rigveda, most of which could hardly enter into Panini’s scheme of
a general grammar of current Sanskrit; for he appears to have simply in-
cluded so much of the Vedic Grammar as was required for general
purposes, and never to have intended a complete grammar of the Vedic
dialects, or how is it that we meet with the siitra ‘bahulazz chandasi’
more than once!) and in connection with different topics? Panini must
have known by heart the Vedic texts them current, and could have had
little difficulty, if he had wished to do so, in writing as complete a Vedic
Grammar as the one he has given of Sanskrit. The real cause of Profr.
Goldstiicker’s difficulty is that he assumed that Panini’s Grammar is the
Vedanga vyakarana, whereas in fact the science of grammar in the ab-
stract was intended by this term.

It appears to me that, for these reasons, Profr. Goldstiicker’s argu-
ments that the Pratigakhyas are more recent than Panini, and are in-
tended to supplement his Grammar, do not apply to the Rigvedaprati-
cakhya; of'it, we probably have a revision subsequent to Panini, but,
there can be little doubt, the greater part of the text and the matter
contained in this work are far older?. His arguments have much
greater. force in respect of the three other treatises which belong to the
same olass®).

b. TaittiriyapratigAkhya. Profr. Whitney has already* pointed
out 2 number of accretions and interpolations in this treatise, such
aceretions are chapters xvii., xviii., xxii., xxiii., and xxiv. On the other
hand the unusually numerous references to discordant opinions of the
authorities are considered by Profr. Whitney to be interpolations made in
the text after it ‘“ceased to be a mere body of practical rules for the
guidance of a school, and in virtue of its thoroughness and comprehen-
siveness gained more the character of a phonetic ‘treatise’ on the Black
Yajur Veda, and was used in other schools than that which originated
it”. Profr. Whitney considers that the siitras i., 25-7, 60; vii., 13-14;

1) It occurs eleven times! Cfr. Benfey’s “Einleitung’ p. 8.

2) Lassen (“Indische Alterthumskunde” 2nd ed. ii., p. 478) unhesitatingly attributes the
Rigvedapr. to Caunaka whose date he puts at 460 B. C.

8) Westergaard (Uber den iltesten Zeitraum der Indischen Geschichte p. 67) considers
that the Rigvedapr. is later than Panini; he grounds this opinion on the character of the
versification, Pischel (“De Grammaticis Pracriticis” Theses) upholds this view.

4) See p. 432 of Profr. Whitney’s edition of the Taitt. pr.
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xiv., 12-13; xv., 6-9; xvi,, 24 are interpolations, as they express rules
not indispensable to the work, and evidently in wrong places where they
interrupt the natural connection. He also considers that the parts re-
ferring to prosody are interpolations; this may be so here, but I have
already given reasons for believing that prosody was an essential part
of the old Sanskrit Grammar. '

The Taittiriyapratigakhya is composed in a highly developed siitra
style; this is evidence of a revision in comparatively recent times.

c. KatySyanapratigtkhya. In addition to the reasons already given
for believing that the Rigveda and Taittiriya pratigakhyas are not pre-
served in their original form, and which apply equally to the Katyayana-
pratigakhya, there is, in the case of this last and of the Atharvaprati-
¢akhya, positive proof that they have been brought into their present
form at a period later than Panini; for they show an acquaintance with
the anubandhas he uses, and which, Patanjali says, were invented by him.

Thus we find tin (., 27), ai (vi., 24 ?), luk (ii., 12), lup (., 114), et
and ot (i., 114; iv., 58) as indicated by Profr. Weber?), and the first alone
of these, tin, is sufficient to place this Prati¢gakhya after Panini, as was
pointed out by Goldstiicker?. ‘

Profr. Weber also pointed out®) the close connection between the
wording of the siitras in this Prati¢gakhya as compared with Panini’s, and
Profr. Goldstiicker attempted¥ by a minute criticism to show not only
that the Katyayana to whom this Pratigikhya is attributed is the same
pérson as the author of the criticisms on Panini’s sitras, but also that
he wrote the former before the latter. He assigns two reasons for this
view: 1) that the Varttikas merely include criticisms on siitras of Panini
which were not noticed in the Pratigakhya, and 2) that some of the
" Varttikas are obvious improvements on siitras in the Pratigakhya. But
an enquiry of this nature is hardly possible at present, nor will it be so
for a long time to come.

Profr. Weber considers® that chapters vii. and viii. are accretions to
the original text; they are obviously intended to make the text of more
general application. This Pratigakhya appears to have originally been

1) “Ind. Studien”, iv., p. 88.

2) “Panini’s Place”, p. 207.

8) “Ind. Studien”, iv., p. 90.

4) “Panini’s Place”, pp. 205-6. «
8) “Ind. Studien”, iv., pp. 821-2 and 827-8.
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intended for the Kanva recension of the white Yajurveda, but now in-
cludes references to the Madhyandina recension also.

d. AtharvavedapratigAkhya. As Profr. Weber first pointed out, this
is the most systematic, and therefore, the latest of the Prati¢akhyas!).
Profr. Whitney does not claim for this text, any more than for the other
Pratigakhyas, freedom from interpolation, and the presence in it of some
of Panini’s anubandhas shows when it was reduced to its present form.

These are as follows?): the particles u and su which are called un
and sun to distinguish them from the exclamation u and the case-ending
su. Again it seems likely that in iv., 16 taratamapoZ is to be read, and
the suffix p is then Paniniyan. This Pratigakhya also uses a large
number of ganas which is a sign that it is a recent work; its siitra style
is also most highly developed, and can in this respect (unlike the rest)
be fully compared with Panini’s Grammar.

The result of this survey of the texts of the Pratigakhyas is, that
they have been modified in two ways:

1. By accretions and interpolations intended to make special trea-
tises more gemeral and complete. This is a natural result of the fact
that some one out of several such treatises as once existed for each
Veda, came in course of time to supersede the others which were neglect-
ed and thus-became lost. It is impossible to show when the interpola-
tions were made, but it is not possible to believe that it was done at any
remote period. : _

2. By revisions of style chiefly intended to systematize the texts, and
also tending to bring them more or less into connection with general gram-
mar. In the case of the Katyayanapratigakhya and that of the Atharva-
veda it is plain that this revision has been effected after Panini’s time.

The existence of two recensions at least of Yaska’s Nirukta®) proves
that the first of these causes has been at work at that text; of the second
I cannot find there any decisive traces. .

3. Much the same causes of modification can be traced in the general
treatises on grammar.

a. Pépini’s “Cabddnugisana” (sitras). Panini’s text has usually
been accepted as perfectly immaculate, and Goldstiicker’s conclusions (in

1) “Ind. Studien,” iv., p. 79. Cfr. Profr. Whitney’s remarks on pp. 248-9 of his edition.
2) efr. “Ind. Studien,” iv., p. 81 and pp. 198-4 of Profr. Whitney’s edition.
8) “Nirukta,” ed. Roth. p. iv. Weber, “Indische Streifen,” ii., p. 8.
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his famous “Panini’s Place”) assume this to be the case; but, recently,
doubts have arisen, and it is no longer possible to accept the sitras as
perfectly free from interpolation or revision. The present views are
mostly the consequence of the uncertainty attending the history of Pa-
tanjali’s great commentary on Panini’s sitras, and the discovery that it
supports explicitly only about 1,720 siitras of the whole number (3,983)
that we actually find in Paninit). It yet remains to be ascertained how
many others can be inferred to have been in existence as implied by
undoubted siitras of Panini, or as quoted in the Mahabhashya; but a dis-
tinction must be made as the condition of the text of the Mahabhashya
is far from certain.

As regards the siitras of Panini it is certain that at least one revision
was effected, and that this revised text as well as the original text of
Panini were both in use in the 7th century A. D. For this we have the
good authority of Hiouen-Thsang’s biographers Hoei-Li and Yen-Thsong;
they say: “Un brahmane nommé le Richi Po-ni-ni (Panini). ... .le rédigea
en huit mille ¢lokas. C’est l'ouvrage qui est maintenant en wusage
dans I'Inde. Dans ces derniers temps, un brahmane l’abrégea encore, &
la demande d’un roi de I'Inde du Sud ou il é&tait né, et le rédigea en
deux mille cing cents Glokas. Cette édition est fort répandue dans les
royaumes des frontidres; mais les savants de 'Inde ne la savent point’2).
There must be some mistake here about the number of Glokas in the two
texts, but 1 see no reason to doubt the existence of two recensions of
Panini’s sitras in the 7th century. Hiouen-Thsang’s very precise state-
ment is that Panini’s treatise contained 1000 Clokas®. Profr. Goldstiicker
was the first to point out two facts which indicate conclusively that our
MSS. of Panini differ in some respects from the original text. These are:
1) that Panini (according to Patanjali and Kaiyata) added certain mute
letters to the siitras, which showed by their numerical value the extent
of the adhikara®), and 2) that he marked some words in the siitras
with & svarita which served much the same purpose®. The extensive

1) Aufrecht (“Catalogus” pp. 168-160) gives details; see also “Ind. Studien”, xiii., p. 297,
note; where Profr. Weber has again examined the question.

2) “Histoire de la vie de Hiouen-Thsang”, pp. 165-6.

8) “Mémoires sur les Contrées Occidentales”, ii., p. 127,

4) “Panini’s Place”, p. 50.

5) Do. p. 53. Panini's three ways of marking an adhikara appear to me
to be all founded on reason, and to suit the ciroumstances of his text. Thus the svarita
marks the adhikara when it extends over few siitras, the numerical mute letter when it ex-
tends over several siitras, and prak with an ablative in cases where the extent is still greater.
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commentaries now in existence probably caused the discontinuance of
the practice of writing these marks, and they no longer are to be found
in our MSS. That the earlier commentaries had this source of informa-
tion, adds immensely to their value.

If we take the actual text of Panini’s siitras, we shall find that it
slightly exceeds Hiouen-Thsang’s thousand ¢lokas (granthas), but consi-
dering that this statement refers to the text as it was in the 7th century it
would not do to take it as evidence of interpolation. What was done in this
way must have been done earlier if at all. The evidence of the com-
mentaries being hardly sufficient to support the text of Panini (as I shall
shortly demonstrate), the only means of criticism remaining is to examine
the internal positive evidence. But it would be obviously unfair to.
base any conclusion on inconsistensies of form, or use of technical terms
or even omissions; for some such defects were easily detected, and ex-
posed by Katyayana, and though his criticism may be captious in many
instances, yet with such a treatise as Panini’s is, perfection cannot be
possibly expected. @ What can be done is to examine narrowly the
internal evidence from the historical point of view; but I must here re-
mark that Indian chronology and literary history, notwithstanding the
immense progress made during the last thirty years, are too imperfectly
known as yet, to allow of much success in the application of this method,
especially as one cannot hope to find many historical inconsistencies in
a grammatical treatise. Examples of rules are, e.g., well known to
be common tradition with the grammarians, and one meets with them
everywhere; it would be as unsafe to found any historical conclusions
upon such an illusive basis!), as to debate seriously who the Balbus and
Caius were, who (according to the old school of Latin grammars, now hap-
pily obsolete) did so many things apparently with a view to perplex little
boys in distant countries. With this view, it is impossible to fix the
earliest date for such treatises by this means, which may perhaps avail
to show the latest date. The question of the state of the text remains.

External historical evidence as to Panini's date does not go far back.
The earliest traces are to be found in Cabarasvamin’s commentary?) on
the Mimamsasitras attributed to Jaimini, but as the date of this writer
is not known, the earliest trustworthy references are really to be found

1) See Profr. Weber’s remarks in “Ind. Studien,” xiii., pp. 810-2.
.2)e.g. on i., 1, b (where Panini is mentioned by name); p. 16, Bibl. Indica, ed.
- 12
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in the works of Cankaracarya! who lived in the 7th century A. D., but
even here quotations are very rare. Kumarila Bhatta, on the other hand,
does not appear to ever cite Panini. It is not till we come to the S. Indian
commentaries on the Vedas by Bhatta Bhaskara (about 1000 A. D.) and
Bharatasvimin and Sayana, that we find Panini regularly and consis-
tently quoted. As a general rule it may be stated that the later the
commentary, the more frequently is this done. But, it may be remarked,
these quotations are often different from the actual wording of Panini,
and though, as Profr. Haug long ago pointed out, such quotations are
merely intended as indications, and the reader is presumed to know by
heart the book quoted; yet it is a pity that editors of Sanskrit texts have
not, as a rule, ever noticed the various readings thus furnished, but
have corrected their text by the current texts of Panini etc.?

The evidence of the commentaries on Panini is not in reality so
complete as might be supposed, and only the Mahabhashya and the
Kagika can be considered; for Kaiyata’s commentary does not go beyond
the Mahabhashya, and the recent work of Nagoji Bhatta only supports
Kaiyata’s tika.

The real nature of the Mahabhashya was not understood for a long
time; it was known by the first edition of Panini (published at Calcutta
in 1810 for H. T. Colebrooke and under his direction) that many siitras
were not noticed, but Profr. Weber (in 1849) first pointed out that the
Mahabhashya is far from being a perpetual commentary. Its real scope,
as it now exists, is well described by Profr. Aufrecht, who says:

«Patanjalis non tam commentarium perpetuum ad Paninem scribere,
quam criticum munus exercere voluit. Quare res ipsas raro attingit, sed
quae ad technicam regularum constructionem et formem pertinent, ac-
curate illustrat. Amplam igitur exspatiandi materiam iis offert, qui
grammaticorum argutiis delectantur, sed in grammaticas et lexica nostra
minor, quam ex tanta mole exspectabas, fructus ex eo redundabit.” This
peculiar nature of Patanjali’s-work, renders all reference by him to siitras
which he has passed over in their proper place?®), a safe criterion of their
authenticity, for interpolation is less likely to have happened in such a
case. Thus the number of sitras which at first sight seem open to doubt

1)e. g. in his C. on the Vedantasitra i., 1,.18 and 14 etc.

2) Profr. Max Milller (Rigveda, vi., pp. xii. ffig.) has made some excellent remarks on Saya-
na's quotations of Panini etoe. As Panini is almost exclusively the grammatical authority

followed by the commentators, this is really a matter of considerable importance.
8) Profr. Weber “Ind. Studien”, xiii., p. 299.
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will be considerably reduced, and the residue will be nothing very formid-
able. It is likely that these interpolations have arisen out of Varttikasv,

‘There are also serious reasons for doubting if the Mahabhashya is
still in its original condition.

Profr. Goldstiicker held that there are historical references in the
Mahabhishya which cannot be put earlier than 140-120 B. C.; this is,
therefore, the earliest possible date for Patanjali, and all circumstances
considered, this is probably near the time when the Mahabhashya was
first composed. But there is a singular passage &t the end of the second
chapter of Bhartrihari’s Vakyapadiya which was also pointed out by
Profr. Géoldstiicker®?), and has been generally understood to state that the
Mahabhashya had been completely remodelled. The MSS. of the Vakya~
padiya are unfortunately imperfect and very incorrect, and it is difficult
to affix a precise meaning to the passage in question, and say what was
done with the copy of the Mahabhashya which was obtained from the
Deccan®). It is singular that the S. of India should in this case also have
preserved such an important work, and this, perhaps, explains the fact
that the Northern and Southern MSS. of the Mahabhashya differ to no
great extent, though various readings occur.

The Rajatarangini (i., 176) relates a revision, at all events, of the
text of the Mahabhashya by the grammarian Candra and others under
orders of king Abhimanyu of Cashmere, about the first century A. D.9

But, it appears to me that the form of the Mahabhéashya is in itself
a convincing proof that the text is not in its original form. That it is
highly controversial has already been noticed, but I think that, as it now
stands it may be rather taken as a synopsis of arguments for and against
the details of Panini’s system, and as a controversial manual. No doubt,
Katyayana criticized Panini, and Patafjali replied in justification of the
former, but the Mahabhashya goes further than this. The first ahnika
which contains a long argument as to the utility of grammar etc. and
- which fills no less than 27 pages in the splendid India Museum facsimile
edition, has no parallel in the older commentaries, and certainly is not

1) Profr. Aufrecht, after cautioning critios against too hasty a rejection of any siitras as
not belonging to Panini’s original text, says: “Vix tamen dubitaverim, quin sitra plura e
varttikis orta sunt.”

2) “Panini’s Place”, pp. 287-8,

8) Profr. Kielhorn (“Indian Antiquary” iii., p. 285) has given this passage with the aid of
new MSS., He does not understand it in the way Goldstticker did.

4) Lassen, ii., p. 887, Profr. Kielhorn has taken a different view (I. A. iv., p. 107).

12¢
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to'be expected in a book of the second century before our era, but is
just what we find in the controversial literature of the 7th and following
centuries A. D.» How is it possible to believe that Patanjali himself
found it necessary to furnish arguments which would justify the study to
which he had devoted his life? Again the whole arrangement and the
matter are too systematic and copious for a mere refutation of Katya-
yana, whereas the epigrammatic forms of Katyayana's criticisms on Papini
point rather to an abridgement of Katyayana’s words than to quotations.
It must not be forgotten that Varttikas of others besides Katyayana are
occasionally given®). Is it likely that these critics of Panini merely stated
their corrections, real or presumed, in the fewest possible words, and
did not assign full reasons for their opinions? It thus appears to me
that the Mahabhashya, as it stands, is rather a skilful compilation of
the views of Panini’s critics and of their refutation by Patanjali than the
real text of the original works, and that it has been made with a view
to practical polemics.

The excellent Kagika fully supports Panini’s siitras as we possess
them; but though his excellent commentary must have been in existence
before the 12th century A. D., its date is unknown and cannot be very
much earlier than that period. i ’ _

It is thus tolerably plain that there is no reason to believe that
Panini’s system ever was other than what we find, or that it has been sub-
stantially altered; the interpolations (if any) are of siitras and parts of
sitras®, and the way this occurred in grammatical treatises is best
shown in the Unadisitras which form an appendix to Panini. I shall,
accordingly, now proceed to show the state of this text.

/. The Unpidisttras® (Paniniya). The only Unadisitras known
till quite recently were those attached to Panini’'s Grammar and which

1) It is remarkable that Qankaracarya and even Sayana (C. on the Rigveda) give similar
justifioations of their work. The controversial object of these commentators is very apparent
in this as in many other ways.

2) Again, some of these Varttikas appear to be fragments of verses, and metrical Karikas
are quoted. This looks as if the Mahabh. merely gave quotations from Katyayana ete.

8) Profr. Max Miiller (Academy, August 4th, 1874, p. 156) considers that of some pari-
bhashas “Panini may hardly have been conscious, others owe their origin devidedly to the

after-thoughts of later grammarians”; but as many are presupposed by Panpini’s system, it is .

just possible that some may indicate a revision at a subsequent period; Panini, however,
must have used a large number of paribhashas.

4) I follow Profr. Max Miiller in writing this word Unadi; I find that the 8. Indian MSS.
have it s0; in them the distinotion between n and np is much eclearer than in the Nagar:
charaoter, . '
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were edited by Profr. Aufrecht!). These siitras were attributed by Nagoji®)
to Qakatayana, and this view seemed probable on the ground that he is
known (by Yaska and Patanjali’s statements) to have held that «dhatujam
nima”. But this aseription was conclusively shown by the late Profr.
Goldstiicker to be wrong, for as these siitras exist at present they use
throughout Panini's technical terms, and cannot, therefore, be older than
that writer®. Profr. Goldstiicker held Panini himself to be their author;
it is obvious that they form a necessary appendix to the grammatical
gitras of Panini, like the Dhatupatha, Ganapatha, Linganugasana and
the Paribhashas, but it does not necessarily follow that all these are also
by Panini; in their present state they show evidence of gradual additions
and also of revision. There are five similar treatises attached to the
"so-called Gakatayanavydkarana which in most respects agrée with those
already mentioned as belonging to Panini’s Grammar4); and it is probable
that in course of time others will be discovered which attach themselves to
the other chief grammars;such a treatise is the Ganaratnamahodadhi which
belongs to an, as yet, unknown grammar. There are several Dhatupathas.
That the Paniniya Unadisiitras are, in their actual state, interpolated
has long been suspected, and can now be proved. Profr. Max Miller was
the first to indicate this important fact in his “Ancient Sanskrit Litera-
ture”®). He there mentioned four suspicious words—jina (iii., 2), stiipa (iii.,
25), dinara (iii., 140) and tirita (iv., 184). The reasons for suspecting
these words are obvious: dindra is the Latin word denarius which is
impossible in an early treatise like these siitras; tirita has not been found
earlier than Panini; stipa and jina both are Buddhist words, and pro-
bably belong to a period when that religion had spread over India. Profr.
Max Miller also pointed out that (as Ujjvaladatta states) the earlier
commentaries did not notice the first three words, and that Sayana and
Nrisizha both omit the last. Profr. Aufrecht has proved® other inter-
polations, e.g. mihira (in i., 52), an obviously recent word in Sanskrit?.
He inferred that the sitras i., 9, 26, 57-63, 84; iii., 25, 91, 101, 140; iv.,

1) With Ujjvaladatta’s C. 8°, 1859,

2) “Papini's Place”, p. 176.

8) Do. p. 181.

4) The Upadisiitra is in 4 padas.

5) SBeeond edition, pp. 245 ffg. Bee also his remarks in the introduction to vol. vi. of the
Rigveds, pp. xv. ff[g. 8ayana’s quotations furnish numerous vv. 4.

8) pp. X., xi. of his edition. .

7) p. x. do. It is, however, in the MB, I am going to describe.
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155, 185 are later additions. He also pointed out several inconsistencies
and errors in the text, but these are hardly a safe evidence of inter-
polation in a book so artificially arranged as the Unadisitras. Profr.
Goldstiicker pointed out!) that Nrisimha’s commentary (written 1520 A. D.)
furnishes many various readings, and adds six siitras. It is, thus, plain
that the received text of the Paniniya Unadi sitras is not in its original
-condition; I am, fortunately, able toillustrate this fact by a grantha MS. of
the siitras which furnishes an entirely new recension of the text. This
MS. (Tanjore, No. 9,994) is, unfortunately, the only one of this recension
to which I can now refer; a few years ago several were in existence, and I
have myself seen some of them, now they have been lost®). It is written
on palmyra leaves, and is probably 150 years old; some of the leaves are
damaged. The chief results of a collation of this MS. with Aufrecht’s
text are as follows:

Pada i., sitra 9. omitted.
10. nic ca.
11. °ghnihi®
26. om. sthak.
42, om.
52, om. °gushi®
54. om. °sphira®
57-64. om.
67,69 and 71.  om.
84. khadegca.
103. om.
104. om.
117. om.
119-124. om. 123 occurs in p. v.
140. om.

In this pida some 10 new siitras are apparently inserted, and the
order of others is changed.

1) “Panini’s Place”, pp. 160 ffg.

2) During the last 15 years numbers of MS8S8. have disappeared in 8. India owing to
neglect. In a few years more, hardly an old MS. will be found; for owing to the wretoched
cheap editions of the'REmEyapa eto., MSS, of even popular books are not replaced. In this
oase the press promises to do more harm than good. The Madras editions of Sanskrit books
are mostly careless reprints of the Caloutta editions. e
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As regards the second pada, both texts agree better:
Pada ii.,, 13. om. °dripi®
33. om.
39. om. ca.
40. vrigcikrishi(kri¢ibhyak)kikan.
46. ¢asa inac.

68. om. dik.
77. om.
93. om.

96. ctvashtrixattriho®
122, follows 120.
Three additional siitras are inserted, and there are a few doubtful vv. 11.

Pada iii., 25. doubtful, MS. is injured here.
28. om. °¢ilp®
29. om. °madi®
47. om. °n1°
63. om.
7. om.
83. om. anako.
87. om.

After 105 several siitras appear to be omitted, but the MS. is here
much injured so that it is impossible to draw any safe inferences.

The fourth pada presents the greater part of the siitras that we find
in Profr. Aufrecht’s text, but in an entirely different order. Sitras 1 and
2 are the same in both, then come two or three which are apparently
new, then 75, 76, 80, 81, 82, 83, 85, 86,"87, 88, 89, 94, 95,? a new siitra,
97, 98, 90 of Profr. Aufrecht’s edition in order. At the end there is less
difference, and the last siitras (from 200 to the end) differ but little.
In the rest there are many differences of reading.

The fifth pada shows in a striking way the growth of the Unadisitras;
here we find only the following out of the 70 siitras in Profr. Aufrecht’s
edition:

1-5; 8; 9 (?); 10; 11; 55-57; 61; 123 of p. i.; (a new siitra occurs here);
62; (? a new siitra); 63; 52; 67; 64; 68-70. The term pada shows that
this fifth chapter must be an accretion. '

The above brief summary must suffice; for if I were to notice all the
differences of reading and the order of the siitras, it weuld be necessary
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to print the whole text; and taking into consideration the condition of
the MS. in some parts, this could only be properly done by a facsimile.

What I have done will make it evident that, after the original com-
pilation of these Unadisitras as a necessary appendix to Panini’s Gram-
mar, and whether he was the original author or not, the text has been greatly
altered—not in system, but by additions and re-arrangement. It is also
‘evident that the texts of this treatise, as we find them in Profr. Aufrecht’s
edition and in the grantha MS. described above, have been brought into
their present forms not earlier than the first centuries A. D., for the
doubtful word mihira is found in both. Dinara would more readily
find its way into the northern than into the grantha text, and this, per-
haps, accounts for its omission in the last.

To enquire into the condition of all the appendixes to Panini’s Gram-
mar would require too much space to allow of my doing so here. It will
be enough to remark that the uncertain condition of the ganas is evident
from the different readings given by Bohtlingk; this collection does not
appear to be older than the Kagika; at least, in the accepted form, but
MSS. vary much. The Dhatupatha is also open to doubt. The late
Profr. Goldstiicker remarks of it: “There is the same probability for such
additions having been made to the original list (i.e. Dhatupatha) as in
the case of all other ganas; and we may fairly, therefore, ascribe the
present Dhatupathas to various authors, who also, perhaps, added
meanings to the list composed by Paninit)”.

But the separate existence and uncertain state of these appendixes
must have had as a result the preservation of the text of Panini’s Gram-
mar in almost its primitive form. For, if the collection of the Paribha-
shas in the shape of a distinct treatise may have induced changes in the
order of the siitras, and perhaps alterations in some of the anubandhas, it
is obvious that the other collections afford means of incorporating new words
and additions such as occur through the growth of language, and this with-
out affecting the original grammar, which, thus, remains a safe standard.

The period during which these accretions and interpolations were
made must have ended with the fourth or fifth century A. D. The com-
mentaries which mostly were written some centuries later, display a phase
of literary activity that will not admit the supposition of a correction of
-the text of Panini by additional observation, as their nature is purely
scholastic. They do not aim at collecting new facts, for Panini was sup-

1) “Panini’s Place", p. 188,
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posed to have done all that could be done in this way, and his authority
was unquestioned, but they refine and argue upon the merest abstrac-
tions. If, by chance, a new fact is mentioned, it is simply for the purposes
of argument, and the exceedingly few quotations in the Indian gramma-
tical treatises must strike every reader. As applied to the interpreta-
tion of texts, the authority of Panini is supreme, and rarely indeed does
one find parallel passages quoted. ,

I shall now give some account of a treatise which bears the name of
a predecessor of Panini and Yaska—Qakatdyana—but which has been
preserved in a modern re-cast.

g- Ohkatdyanavyakarana. As regards the grammar') now known
as Cakatdyana’s it is impossible to say if this text is the one to which
Vopadeva referred, but it is not difficult to prove of its present state—

1. That it is more recent than Jinendra’s Grammar; and, therefore,
a fortiors '

2. More recent than Panini (as was first seen by Dr. Rost). But yet

3. That it represents the doctrine taught by the real Cakatayana, as
quoted by Panini and others.

1. Asregards the first proposition, I have already shown (p.7, note 2)
that the actual text of Cakatayana quotes an Indra on a particular
matter, and that the Jinendra Grammar actually teaches this rule. But
it is not perfectly safe to rely on a single fact like this, even though the
commentary proves the siitra in question to belong to the text; I shall
therefore show by internal evidence that Jinendra’s Grammar is subse-
quent to Panini’s Grammar, and that the actual Qakatiyana Grammar
has copied Jinendra'’s. It is not unlikely that Jinendra is the same as
Jinendrabuddhi who wrote the commentary (Nyasa) on the well known
Kagika vritti (to Panini)?), but whether that be the case or not, his name
conclusively shows that he must have lived long subsequent to Panini.
If then he has siitras identical with ones which occur in Panini, it neces- -
sarily follows that he has copied. But this is the case. Thus (e.g.) we
find «“stoz ¢cund ¢cu’s”®) (=Panini viii.,, 4, 40); «“svaritena ’dhikara’s”
@., 2, 5=P. i, 8, 11); «“samartha’s padavidhi%” (i., 8, 1=P. ii, 1, 1).

1) It contains about 2,280 siitras in 4 adhyayas, each containing 4 padas.

2) Colebrooke mentions that the Kavyakamadhenu (by Vopadeva) refers to a Jinendra and
a Jinendrabuddhi.

8) The only MSS, of the Jinendravyakarana that I know of, are at Madras, and comprise the
stitras and also a Prayoga apparently by the author. I got some time ago part of the first (to
ii., 1); and I have lately received from Profr. Oppert two fragments of the last inoluding sandhi
and declension of nouns; my references are, thus, only approximate as far as numbers go.

18
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These siitras belong to the system of Panini, and, therefore, conclu-
sively show that Jinendra borrowed. '
Again it is evident that Jinendra has improved on Panini—
a. In the arrangement of the Civasitras;
5. In making some siitras more precise;
c. In technical terms.

a) Jinendra allows only 13 Civasiitras as follows: 1) a, i, u, n;
2) 1i,k; 3)e,0,10; 4)aiau,c; 5)hy'v,rln 6)hmnn,
n, m; 7) jh, bh, i; 8) gh, dh, dh, sh; 9) j, b, g, d, d, ¢; 10) kh, ph,
ch, th, th,v; 11) k, p, y; 12) ¢, sh, s,a%, X kU, X p, r; 13) h, 1. The
‘Prayoga’ says:

Iti pratyaharasatrani | uktaz ca:

«“Syus trayodaga siitrani tavantag ca 'nubandhaka/ |
Shatcatvarimgato varnak? pratyaharasya sangrahe’” |]

This arrangement is a slight alteration from Panini’s system; Jinendra
having thirteen of these siitras instead of Panini’s fourteen; but he has
gone still farther in some of the Samjnasiitras.

5.) Thus the rule for forming pratyaharas is in Pamm @, 1, 71):
“adir antyena sahe 'ta’’; Jinendra says (i., 1, 1): “satme ’ta ’dis”. Again,
Panini (i., 1) has: “tulyasyaprayatnam savarnam”; the corresponding sitra
in Jinendra is (i, 1, 3): “svasthanakriyaz svam”. Again Panini has (i,
3, 1): «bhiivadayo dhatavas”, for which Jinendra has (i., 2, 1): “bhiavadaye
dhuz”. Again (i., 2, 179): «“eko dvir bahug¢ cai ’kagak” gives slightly
abbreviated terms for the three numbers—singular, dual and plural;
and these are new technical terms compared with the ekavacana etc. of
Panini. So also «“idideddvir dak” (i., 1, 20) = Panini’s «idideddvivacana
pragrihyam” (i, 1 ). Again “yathasankhyam sama’” (i., 2 )=Panini’s
“yathasankhyam anude¢a’ samanam” (i., 3, 10). Ktaktavata (i, 1, 26)
is for Panini’s «ktaktavata nishtha” (i.,-1, 26). S

¢) Jinendra has added a number of new technical terms, e. g.: ep
(guna); aip (vriddhi); na as a name for nasals (i., 1, 6); di (“akarmako
di%” i., 2, 2); di (=a syllable of 2 matras®); dhu (dbatu); pa (=a syllable
of 3 matras); pra (=a syllable of one matra); min (tin); mrit (=linga or

1) The MSS. read am a X k eto., but it is not possible to see how am can come in here,
and as a similar letter is needed, I conclude that it must be an error for ak. In this part all
the MSS. are evidently corrupt.

2) There are only 42 in the sitras; do &, 7, @ and 17 make up the number?

8)i., 1, 4: “Akalo o pradipak” = %U 8kalo ’j jhrasvadirghaplutak” (Panini, i., 2, 27).
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pratipadika); sva [=“s(a)va(rna)”]. Jinendra’s “nagak kham” (i, 1, ?70)
is evidently suggested by Panini’s «“adarg¢ana» lopa%” (., 1, 50). ‘

But, with all this, his grammar has essentially preserved the Piginiyaﬁ
system and technical terms, and to any one acquainted with those terms,
it can offer but little difficulty.

If, now, we look at the current text of Qakatayana, it will be seen—

a. That there is much in common with Jinendra’s Grammar,
but that the Gakatayana Grammar has also improved on some of the
Jinendra siitras;

b. That in some instances where Jinendra has siitras identical
with ones in Panini, the Qakatdyana Grammar has improved on these.

a.) Thus, the actual Qakatiyana Grammar has precisely the same
siitras as Jinendra in certain cases; (e.g.) the 13 Civasiitras; “aprayogi 't;
eco 'yavayav’; “ktaktavati”.

The second of these (“‘aprayogi 't”") is a great improvement on Panini’s
(., 3, 2)—+“upadege ’j anunasika it”’; and the author of the actual Gaka-
tayana can only have copied from Jinendra. In other instances improve-
ments have been made on Jinendra sitras; such (e.g.) are—satme 't ’et”
(., 1, 1) =Jinendra’s “satme ’ta 'di%"; “‘svam sthanasyaikye” (i., 1, 3) =Ji-
nendra’s ‘“svasthanakriyaz svam” (i., 1, 3); “sin padam” (., 1, 62)=
Jinendra’s “supminantaz padam” and Panini’s ‘“suptinantaz padam”.
So again “ekadvibahau” (i., 3, 98) may be compared with the Jinendra’s
“eko dvir bahug cai ’kagak” (i., 2,179). So the Gakatayanavyakarana has
«kriyartho dhatuk” (i., 1, 22) which is an improvement on Jinendra’s
“bhavadayo dhuk”.

) But in some cases where Jinendra has exactly copied Panini, the
Cakatayana Grammar has adaptations. Such e.g. is the sitra “gcau geus
stos” (i., 1, 137) which corresponds to Panini’s and Jinendras “sto% ¢gcuna
¢cuk”. Again Jinendra modifies slightly Panini’s rule about the pragrihyas
i, G and e, as has already been shown, but the Qakatiyana Grammar
effects this by an anubandba g, and has simply (i., 1, 100) «gita%”, a -
slitra which ends a list of exceptions to the rules of sandhi.

Where Jinendra (following Panini) puts two or more terms (in a samasa)
in the dual and plural respectively, Gakatiyana has refined on this and
uses only the singular.

That the grammarian who reduced the Qakatadyana Grammar to its
present form copied largely from Panini is also evident; the greater part
of the anubandhas and technical terms are the same in both, and it has

13+
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been already shown that Panini introduced new anubandhas. Not only
this, but very many sitras and even samjia are identical in Panini and
Cakatayana, or show nearly trivial modifications in the last. Dr. Biihler
bas already compared several such in the paper by him" to which I have
already referred. It would be useless to give more details here, as such
coincidences are only of importance in consequence of Patanjali’s state-
ment about the anubandhas used by Panini, which is, by itself, decisive.

Thus, though the Cakatdyana Grammar has not entirely copied
Jinendra’s new technical terms, yet apart from the quotation of the last
by the former, there can be no doubt that it is relatively modern not only
as compared with Panini, but also as regards Jinendra.

But it may be as well to remark that there are other reasons why it
is impossible to accept the actual Cakatayanavyakarana as the original
treatise.

As has already been mentioned?), Profr. Goldstiicker has pointed out
the great development between Yaska’s and Panini’s views with regard to
nipatas; now, it is incredible that a predecessor of Yaska should enun-
ciate the same doctrine in this respect as Panini does, but this is the
cage, if we assume the Qakatayanavydkarana to be the real original
treatise. Cdkatayana even has ti for Panini’s gati.

We also find siitras which have evidently arisen out of the Varttikas
to Panini, e.g. “Atharvano 'n”.

As in Panini, we find in the Qakatdyana Grammar the rules for form-
ing the curious names of Sama verses as found in the ganas, and other
references to the Vedas, and the rule ‘svaritend ’dhikarak’ shows that
the author knew of the accents, yet he has omitted all practical teaching
with reference to this subject; but this never could have been done by
the real Qakatiyana. Nor would he have neglected the Vedic language.

Many other siitras are identical, or nearly so, with satras of Panini,
and contain words which are very unlikely to have been known to the
real Cakatayana. Such are: «Yaskader gotre”"; but the grammarian
Yaska appears to have been the first to make this name remarkable, and

1) In “Orient und Ocoident,” ii., pp. 691 ffg. Had Dr. Bithler been in possession of a com-
plete copy of the Qakatayanavyakar.na, I have no doubt that he would have arrived at the
same conclusions as I have done here.

2) p. 18 note.

8)iii., 2, 151. The C. explains this by Patanjali’s words (on P. iv., 3, 188) «Atharvano
dharmah | atharvana amnayah”.

'4)ii., 4, 109=Panini, ii., 4, 63.
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he quotes Qakatdyana. Again: “Candikasindhvadigalaturan nyadchan”?,
which gives Calaturiya, a well known name of Panini himself; the last
might notice such a word, but why should his predecessor Qékatiyana
do s0?

Still more striking instances are: Aryavajra® (as the name of a gram-
marian)—a name of by no means ancient appearance; Vasudeva and
Arjuna?®; nastika; etc.—sects which can hardly have been in exis-
tence long before Panini; nirvana® here unquestionably in the Buddhist
sense; mimamsa® according to Goldstiicker this word cannot be properly
found in Panini; so also we find the siitra “jivane ’panye”)” which pro-
vides for the formation of names of idols carried about as a means of
livelihood but not for sale—hardly an ancient practice; quite as extraordi-
nary are the words Caka® etc., if this treatise be assumed to be by a
predecessor of Panini. '

In short, the actual Cakatayanavyikarana shows a knowledge of the
same literature as Panini and even more. Is this possible except that
the text has been revised completely? Negative evidence is, from this
point of view, untrustworthy.

There are, besides, yet other considerations which tend to prove that
the Qakatdyana Grammar, as we have it, is not in its original form. It is
now composed, (like the entire Panini’s Grammar) of six sections—the
siitras; paribhishas; ganapatha; unadisiitras; linganugasana and dhatu-
patha®. Throughout, these sections have the closest relation to the cor-
responding ones in the Paniniya Grammar, and have no appearance of
being the productions of so primitive an author as a predecessor of Yaska.
Such a writer would never have found it necessary to make a collection
of paribhashas; if he used any at all, they would have been .few, and
inserted among the siitras proper which could hardly be in such an arti-
ficial style as is here the case, and which goes beyond even Panini.

1)iii., 1, 201=P. iv., 8, 94.

2)i., 2, 18.

8)iii., 1, 194=P. iv., 8, 98.

4) iii., 2, 61—"Dmshtikastxkanastikah"—P iv., 4, 60.

5)iv., 1, 249. The C. has “nirvano munik” as en example.

6) ii., 4, 180. “Cixamimamsasamakramapadad vuc” (C. gixakah; mimamsakah; samakah;
kramakah; padakah). This siitra is obviously formed from the Paniniya gana ‘kramadi’.

7) iii., 8, 85. The C. has a8 examples: “Vasudevak; Civah; Skandah; Vishpuk.”

8) In the usually hopeless oonfusion with other names which must belong to various
periods: ii., 4, 104 etc.

9) I have not got the last, but have all the others.
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Again there is no trace of the best quotation that we find from the
old Qakatayana, viz.: Patanjali’s statement that he said «“dhatujam nama’v;
a quotation that is supported by Yaska's reference? to the opinion of
this grammarian on this very point. “Dhétujam nama” has every ap-
pearance of a genuine old siitra, but it does not occur in the actual
Qékatiyana any more than in the paribhashas attached to that text, nor
is there anything like it%).

As regards the attribution of the Unadisiitras to Cakatayana® there
is nothing in our texts to support or contradict the theory. There is
simply a single siitra (iv., 3, 279)—*“unadayas” and an appendix of satras
closely resembling those which belong to Panini’s Grammar.

Again, the Qakatayana Grammar (as we have it) is called Cabdanu-
¢isana, and this is the title of Panini’s Grammar. But with all this,
there can be no ddubt that the actual text of Qakatdyana represents sub-
stantially the grammatical doctrine taught by that very early grammarian;
Dr. Biihler has conclusively established this fact.

Thus, Panini quotes Cakatayana in three places:

iil., 4, 111—«Lapak Qakatayanasyai 'va.” This corresponds to
“addvishor jher jus vd” in the Qakatiyana Grammar (i., 4, 106) as Dr.
Biihler has pointed out?).

vili.,, 8, 18—«Vyor laghuprayatnataratz Qakatiyanasya.” Dr.
Biihler has pointed out® that this is of the same effect as Qakatayana’s
“Vyoshya ’ghobhobhagok” «acy aspashtag ca” (i., 1, 153-4). This doctrine
is attributed to Qakatdyana in the Atharvaprati¢akhya (ii., 24) and also
by Ahobala Bhatta, a late writer.

viii., 4, 50—¢Triprabhritishu Qakatayanasya.” The sitrasi., 1,
117-119 in the Qakatayana Grammar teach in effect this doctrine—*Aco
hro hracak”. «adirghat”. «“na samyoge”?.

These coincidences prove that our existing treatise is really based on
the original work; it is not likely that an Indian forger would have
thought of such details; for, in all particulars, Indian forgeries are most
clusmy.

1) On Panini, iii., 8, 1.

2) Ed. Roth, p. 81. .

3) Other references to (akatayana are Rikpr. i., 3; xiii., 16; but these do not admit of
identification.

4) See Goldstiioker’s “Papini’s Place”, pp. 171-182.

5) “Orient und Occident”, iii., p. 182.

6) Do. ii, pp. 691-2.

7) Do. do. pp. 692-8.
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The above facts can hardly leave’ a doubt as to the origin of the
present form of the Cakatiyana Grammar—that it is a comparatively
modern redaction of an old treatise effected under Jain influences not
much earlier than the 12th century A.D., for it is not possible to put
Jinendra much earlier than that. This points to the period of Jain
revival under the Calukyas in the N. Deccan and elsewhere, which is al-
ready known, and seems to be the only period possessing this character.
The most remarkable literary results of it are the now well known works
of Hemacandra. The author of the present redaction of Cakatiyana’s
Grammar must have belonged to Central India. . His name is not known;
the Grammar is said to be by «Crutakevalidegiya-Cakatayana™ or by
“«Qakatayana almost an arhat.” The reason of the redaction is evident—
the great place Panini’s Grammar occupied in brahmanical studies, and

the (to Indians) exceedingly great attractions of his algebraic formuls. ‘

On the other hand, the Jains at such a period would not be content with
a brahmanical treatise, but would want one of their own as they had for
other matters.

The results of the above enquiry may be thus expressed genealogically:
(01d) Gakatayana Gr. (c. 500 A.D.?)

Panini’s Gr. (¢ 300 A.D.)

Jinen!ira’s Gr. (c. 1000 A.D?)
(Matter with new additions) (Fornln with new additions)
g (Abhinava) Qakatayana. (c. 1100 A.D.?)

I am not in a position to trace quotations from the actual Cakatayana
in other Sanskrit grammatical treatises; according to Profr. Goldstiicker®)
the Ganaratnamahodadhi quotes repeatedly a Qakatayana, but I am un-
able to refer to that treatise?. It is very unlikely that the real Caka-
tayana Grammar is still in existence.

h. Katantra. It may now be possible to briefly consider the

condition of the text of what appears to me to be the most complete

existing representative of the Sanskrit Grammars before Panini—the Ka-
tantra. As Profr. Eggeling, the editor of this text, will, doubtless, soen
have much to say on this subject, my remarks will be very brief.

1) “Panini’s Place”, p. 177.
2) An edition, in every way complete, is to be hoped for from Profr. Eggeling.
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A good deal of the Katantra is in verse and in ordinary c¢lokas; the
rest is in siitras of the simplest character. This varied style makes it
very unlikely that it is now in its original form: it is, probably, a com-
pilation from old sitras and Karikas, of which it has preserved much of
the original character. The language, also, wants the marks of the
earlier periods, and this is an additional reason in favor of the above
inference. But a stronger proof that the Katantra in its present form
is not primitive is the presence in it, to a slight extent, of some anuban-
dhas etc. which are peculiar to Papini. These almost exclusively occur
in chapters which are modern interpolations made with a view to com-
plete the somewhat scanty text, such as the sections on taddhita and
other derivatives (ii., 6; iv., 1-5).

The use of -t to specialize any particular vowel is an invention of
Panini, as he defines its use'); but this occasionally occurs in the Ka-
tantra®), and must, therefore, be copied from Panini. So also must ut
(a8 an anubandha)® and ta®). "

That the Katantra has been brought into its present form at a period
later than Panini is thus certain; but the introduction into the original
text of a few of Panini’s peculiar technical terms has little changed the
primitive character of the treatise, and it is therefore, by reason of its
completeness, the best existing representative of the school of grammar
which preceded Panini’s great work, and which soon became obsolete
in N. India and among students of Sanskrit.

The condition of the text of Kaccayana’s Grammar is much the same
as that of the Katantra®.

The results of the above enquiry are the following.

As regards the condition of the Sanskrit texts that we now possess,
it is necessary to distinguish three periods in Indian literary history:—

1. The Vedic or ‘pre-historic’ period.

The texts which have come down to us from this period were brought
into their present form at a period of which we have no knowledge his-
torically. From that time till now they have been handed down with
strict accuracy, and the few changes that may be suspected are rather of
re-arrangement of matter than alteration of the text.

1) “Taparas tatkalasya”, i., 1, 70.

2) i, 2, 17; i, 8, 1; ii, 1, 8-9, 63, etc.

8) ii., 1, 6.

4) ii., 1, 28. 58.

5) But it admits the use of various technical terms (i., 1, 3)
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2. The second period may  be termed that of ‘the mythical age’ of
Indian literature; for, except the little information that is furnished: by
Greek writers, and what has been gathered from coins and inscriptions,
we know nothing about the history of India during this period which may
be said to begin about 500 B. C. and lasted down to 700 A.D.

During this period Indian science and epic poetry began, and were
perfected, and to this period must be assigned very nearly all that is of
permanent interest and value in Sanskrit literature. Texts of works be-
longing to this period have been repeatedly worked over and for various
objects; we have the results, but no information as to how and when
. these were obtained; and often these results vary in form, though hardly
in the contents. Thus (excepting partly the grammatical treatises, for
reasons which I shall presently give) it is very hazardous to attempt to use
such texts for historical purposes. The most rigid criticism must be applied
to the texts before we can safely presume to quote the epic poetry; but
.it will take years for this to be done, if it ever can or will be done. And
it may be safely asserted that the result of such criticism will be to re-
duce the value of most of the editions that we have, to less than that of
an ordinary MS. Pedants have done their worst during centuries, and
thus, for historical purposes, there can be no test by language. We may,

eventually, be able to say in what part of India a text has been brought
to its present form, but an historical standard remains to be discovered".

3. The third period may be fairly termed ‘¢historical’. The excellent

Chinese pilgrim Hiouen-Thsang who visited India in the 7th century
gives us an admirable account of the state of affairs just before the modern
Hindu revivals. A few years later Cankaracarya began the period of
modern Hinduism, to be followed by many reformers. Since then a
chronological history is possible, and this is the best foundation for re-
searches into the earlier periods. When we understand Cankaracarya's
teaching, we can hope for some light as to what it was that he succeeded
in superseding.

During this period, the Sanskrit texts left by old writers suffered al-
teration in many cases, and even the works of modern writers did not

1) There is great hope that the movement (set on foot by Dr. Whitley Stokes) for preserv-
ing the remaining Sanskrit MS8. may render this possible, but time may not be lost, for in a
few years more hardly a MS8. will be left anywhere. If carefully preserved, the South-Indian
MB88. last & long time, but they are very easily destroyed. Careful people usually hang them
up in a orate in the chimney (or what does for a chimney in Indian kitchens), as the smoke
keeps off the white ants which infest all wood-work such as shelves. If white ants attack a
palm-leaf M8., they can devour it in ‘a few hours.

14
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escape; but it is comparatively easy now to trace ont what has been done;
and for this period, if a few precautions be observed, texts can safely be
used for historical purposes. :

Such results will, I fear, little satisfy the majority of those who amuse
themselves with Indian antiquities, and who find so many royal roads by
which they discover what they wish in the past; but modern critical studies
fully bear me out in this respect, at least.

I have already said that I believe that the grammatical treatises are
the most accurately preserved of the literary productions of the second
or (as I have termed it) the ‘mythical’ period. My reasons are as follows:

I have shown that the chief influences which have contributed to alter
the more important texts of this period, are religious and rhetorical. It
is obvious that these influences could have no effect on the grammatical
treatises which belong to it. There remain alterations arising out of
clerical errors—but these cannot be looked for, as the nature of these texts
would not allow any great changes even in commentaries—and altera-
tions in consequence of the adoption of improved technical terms and
an improved or more developed system. These last are alone of impor-
tance,. but there is less room for them than might, at first sight, be sup-
posed. The one notable epoch in Indian grammatical studies was made
by Panini, but it was his work to systematize the observations of his pre-
decessors, and this he did by aid of his Civasitras and system of anu-
bandhas. This system formed the greatest contrast to the simple philo-
‘sophical analysis of the Aindra grammarians, and it determined the whole
course of Indian grammatical studies for the future. Thus the history
of the systems of Sanskrit Grammar shows three stages—1) the primitive,
natural (Aindra) system; 2)Panini’s artificial system; and, 3)modern
adaptations of Panini’s system made in historic times.

Any interpolations in the older treatises which have been made after
Panini show this by the adoption of symbols or technical terms peculiar
to him, and there can be little doubt that what has been done in this
way was done before 700 A. D. As regards the text of Panini it will
not be safe to use it for other historical purposes, without precautions, for the
reasons already given (pp. 88-9); but there is every reason to believe that
it is better preserved than any other text except those of the Vedic col-
lections. It will be safe to use it for enquiry into the history of gram-
matical notions in India, for in this respect there can be no doubt that
it is unaltered; but it seems to me unsafe to attempt to make history out
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of the words which do") or do not occur in it; for interpolation of such,
being easy, is most probable, and negative evidence, owing to the nature
of the treatise, is of little value®.

If it were proved that the Hindu grammarians really based their
works on observation, I should end my remarks here. There is, however,
one question remaining which must be asked, though, with regard to these
grammarians, it may appear strange—did the Indian grammarians who
have done such astonishing work always go by observation, and is there
nothing fictitious (apart from symbols, imaginary roots etc.) recorded
by them?

It will be safe to answer this in the negative as far as the earliest
grammarians are concerned, but with the later writers on this subject,
strict scrutiny is necessary; for I am able to give an account of a real
grammar of a fictitious Prakrit dialect, called the Bhandirabhasha, which
still exists, written in sitras with a Sanskrit commentary. This curious
specimen of Indian pedantry is in the Palace Library at Tanjore; the MS.»
is on palm-leaves and the character used is Telugu. There is no date
to it, but I cannot be far wrong in assigning it to the early part of the
17th century, and it must have been copied from an older MS.4 The date
of the composition is not ascertainable except that the commentary (which
is evidently by the author®) refers to the Paniniya, Kaumara, Katyiyaniya
and Jainendra Grammars, and the text may thus be put down as belonging
to some period between 1300 and 1500 A. D. It also quotes a Vatsa.

It proceeds like nearly all Prakrit Grammars by assuming the existence
of Sanskrit and that its grammar and vocabulary are known, and then
gives rules for forming Bhandira words from it.

1) I have attempted to show that ‘Kamboja’ must be an interpolation (see my “Elements of
8. Indian Paleography” p. 82) on the ground that we find it with other proper names which
cannot belong to the same historical period. On this, see Profr. Weber’s remarks to the contrary
in his review of my book in the “Jenaer Literaturzeitung” (1875, No. 24) p. 418. M. Barth
(in his review of the same in the “Revue Critique”) is not more favorable to my view, and the
matter is doubtful. It is remarkable that allusions to such nations as the Kambojas Yavanas
etc. form part of the Indian technical system of poetry, and are regular commonplaces.

2) It need only be recollected that Panini’s stitras were taught orally and committed always
to memory. '

8) No. 9,997 Il. 46. There are 8 other copies—9,996; 9,998; 9,991 and 10,000. No.
10,001 contains a “Bhandiralinganirpaya”!!

4) For it ends abruptly. If the author went so far as to write what comes to 63 quarto
pages of this stuff, there is no reason why he should not finish it.

5) In one place the book is called “Bhandiravyakaranavyitti” from Vag:qvau’ 8 “Bhagha-
manjari”.

14%
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The source of this language (!) is thus given:
Bhandiradege bhandiravata¢akhaprasarite |
Brindavanantare Krishna% pirnanandapariplutaZ ||
Kalinga-Gauda-Kambhoja 'vantya-Saurashtra-MagadhaiZ ||
Maharashtre ca sambhitais sarasair gopikajanai’ |
Tai/ sahasrais shodagabhi% parita’ paribhushita’ ||
Parigramam apakartum rasakridam vidhaya ca |
Bhandiratarum agritya tribhangisthanakasthitaz ||
Adhakkarabhyam pathcamakriyacaturyalolupas ||
Carayann drdhvapanibhyam venunadaz mridutvata (sic) |
Tabhis tadde¢ajén rigan akarnya parayad muda ||
............. gopastriparibhashitan |
Mridvalapan samada.ya. ragan so 'poshayan muda ||

Of this, Narada was ordered by Gopinatha (i.e. Krishna) to compose
a grammar which he did, and which he taught to Gardilamuni!
Its character and purpose are given:
Ghoshaxarair yuktam api mridu ¢ravyaz manoharam |
Prakagartham gitayogam bhandiram iti kathyate ||
It is, therefore, merely intended to suit certain musical purposes, but

we find a most elaborate grammar which begins with modified Qivasttras
reduced to eight:

a,i,u,n|rilr,k|e o,1|aiauc|hysrlnj
ﬁ’ m’ ﬁ’ g’ n’ m | jh’ bh’ gh’ dh’ dh’ j’ b, g’ d’ d’
¢, ph, ch, th, th, k, p, ¢, t, t, y | ¢, sh, 8, t |

It is no real Prakrit that we have to deal with; it seems to be a mecha-

nically formed jargon. A few examples will show the character of the
alterations made:

aikhun aikhuni = dkarnya ’karnya.
krishnuv ananddu = krishnasya 'nandak.
tene ujali = teno ’jjvalitam.

aritu =haritaks. aruhu=arha%. cekkam=cakram.
Haricandaru=Hari¢candrak. bhummi = bhiimiz—etc.

As far as I can judge, words are altered in this way to suit the Telugu
ear; in that language a final -u is very usual. The C. is here and there
in the Telugu language.
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Besides this, an elaborate system of inflection for nouns and verbs, is
given. Thus: Rimu=Rama/; Ramizn=Ramaiz; and the other cases are
much the same as ordinary Prakrit, except that the final vowel seems
generally made optional, and the genitive is Ramasa as well as Ramassa.

v~ Bhi is thus inflected in the present tense: '

Singular: bhomi Plural: bhoma
) bhosi bhodha
“bhodi, bhoti bhonti.

After giving Panini’s technical terms for the tenses the writer says:
“tesham ripam Sanskritavat sarvam tadbhavasammatat.”

It is thus evident that this Bhandirabhasha is merely an artificial
variety of Prakrit, but which violates the phonetic rule of the last by
which kh, gh, th, dh, bh usually become h.

In the earlier Sanskrit literature there is a tendency to pervert foreign
names 80 as to give them Indian forms or meanings (e.g. the Greek
Menander?) and Demetrius have become Milinda and Dattamitra)®; and,
occasionally, very advanced grammars (e.g. Yaska in his explanation of
Kamboja) go very far wrong in etymological speculations, and try to turn
even foreign words into Sanskrit. But this error arose out of the erroneous
notion that all languages were depraved Sanskrit®), and did not at all
resemble such freaks of the imagination as the Bhandirabhasha.

The explanation of the creation of this fictitious language is I think
to be sought in the existence of the poetical dialects (kavya, manipravala,
kavi), which originated in the middle ages in S. India and Java, and which
consist of a singular mixture of Sanskrit and vernacular words with
vernacular inflections for the most part. With artificial jargons of this
kind as examples, the invention of a Bhandirabhasha is not incompre-
hensible.

The intense desire for completeness that we find everywhere in Indian
treatises, and which has led to the insertion of impossible cases in trea-
tises on law, and to impracticable sacrifices in the Crauta-siitras, may
possibly have led the earlier grammarians astray, and they may record
some unreal words and forms which analagy suggested to them; but I am
not aware that there has been found, as yet, the least reason to believe
this. As regards the later times, when grammatical studies had degene-

1) Childers’ “Pali Dictionary,” p. 247 s.v. “Milinda”.
2) Weber “Uber das Ramayana” p. 77. '
8) “Elements of South-Indian Paleography,” p. 85.
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rated into scholasticism, it is possible (as the above example will show)
that much recorded is the result of imagination. At all events, all will
agree that great care is necessary to sift and test the statements of the
later grammarians?).

But (except as far as I have shown already) the texts on which I have
relied in the previous monograph are free from suspicion, and, apart
from errors of my own, are perfectly safe premises for argument. I have
relied on siitras of Panini that are supported by Patanjali explicitly or
implicitly, and I believe that thus my deductions have a solid foundation.

1) Profr. Kern (“Over de Jaartelling der Zuidelijke Buddhisten”, pp. 108 fig.) has given
very strong reasons for considering that the gatha dialect is no real language; but this dialect
is exceptional, and we do not find any traces of it in the grammatical treatises. Where a
dead language (it must be recollected) is used, as Latin was in the Midle ages, and as Sanskrit
still is in India, such a jargon as the gathas must be expected; it is, so far, a nataral
result of the circumstances, and in no way resembles the Bhandirabhasha which is purely
artificial. The one occurs when a person attempts to express himself in a strange l1nguage
which he knows imperfeotly; the other is like thieves’ cant. At all events the principles which
we find in the M. Bhashya are perfectly sound; it is said there: “ghatena karyam karishyan
kumbhakarakulam gatva 'ha: kuru ghatam karyam sanena karishyami 'ti. Na tadvac
chabdan prayuyuxamano vaiyakaranakulam gatva ’ha 'kuru ¢abdan prayoxya iti” (I. O. ed.
p. 15).

It is difficult to believe that grammarians who wrote thus could have admitted anything
questionable.
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——eoOPO—

IN the foregoing monograph, I have endeavoured to throw some light on
the history of one of the systems of Sanskrit Grammar, and incidentally
I have touched on the history of a few of the technical terms used by
the grammarians. This last is a very important, but a very extensive
and difficult subject; for before it can be successfully attempted, several
preliminary points—such as the subject I have here discussed—must be
settled, and critical editions of several important texts are yet wanted.
I shall now briefly notice a point connected with it—the inflectional treat-
ment by the grammarians of words already inflected or of fictions inven-
ted by them. I shall do little but give the results of the notices by M.
Regnier!) and Profr. Weber?) with additions of my own, as my object is
merely to show that in this case a perceptible development can be traced
which supports the conclusions at which I have arrived. The tendency
is to do away gradually with real words, and to substitute fictions in
their place; but these are merely nouns, for the technical syntax renders
verbs absolutely unnecessary in the later siitras.
I. -As regards letters. In the earliest specimens of analysis of the
Sanskrit phonetic system that we possess we find
a. Names of letters. Suchare formed 1) by adding -kara or -varna
to the sound; 2) by the unchanged sound itself, e.g. a; 3) by adding a
or some other vowel to a consonant; 4) by a special name, e.g. repha (r);
5) names of classes of letters are also formed by the first of the class fol-
lowed by -varga.

" 1) “Rigveda pr.” note on introductory lines to a, i.
2) “Ind. Studien” iv., pp. 91-2.
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Examples of the first occur in the Brahmanas and the technical words
thus formed are treated and inflected like ordinary nouns?). Most of these
different methods of naming sounds of the Sanskrit alphabet occur in the
Pratigakhyas. Thus: .

Rigvedapratigakhya. 1) ka-kara, etc. (iv. 6). 2)i, u, e, etc. (Introd.)
3) kakhau, etc. (do.) da. 4)repha (i, 10). 5) ¢akdracakaravargayok
(iv., 4).

Taittiriyapraticakhya. 1) a-kéra (i., 21); i-kara (ii., 28); hakara (i., 13);
a-varna (vii., 5); i-varna, etc. (x.,4). 3)pa (iv., 30); na (iv., 32); xa (ix.,
3); ta, ta (vii., 13); tha, tha (vii, 14); ra (i, 19). 4) repha (i, 19).
5) kavarga (ii., 35); cavarga (il., 36); tavarga (xiv., 20)." Here, also,
all these terms are regularly inflected.

Katyayaniyaprati¢aikhya. 1)ai-kara, au-kara (i., 73); lri-kara (i., 87);
i-varna (i., 116).  2)uvoshppa% (i., 70); a- (i, 71). 3)ra (i., 40); nuk
(iii., 132); this last stands for n. 4) repha (i.,40). 5)tavarga (iii., 92).

This Pratigaikhya has also Panini’s et etc. which must be an interpo-
lation; all these terms are regularly inflected").

Atharvapratigdkhya. 1)akara (i, 36); lrikara (i., 4); lakdra (i., 5);
shakara (i., 23); rivarna (i, 37). 3) ya, ra (i., 68) ga-sha-s-eshu (ii., 6).
4) repha (i, 28). 5) cavarga (i., 7); tavargiye (ii., 12); catavargayak
(ii., 14). Here these terms are also treated as in the other Pratigakhyas.

Yaska has u-kara (p. 32).

It is in this way that the Katantra treats the alphabetic sounds:
1)e-kara (i, 2, 6); ¢a-kara (i., 4, 8); u-varna (i, 2, 3); ri-varna (i, 2, 4),
2e (i, 2, 2); e ay (i, 2, 12). 8)nak (i., 4, 8) ra-prakriti (i., 5, 14); re
d., 5, 17); ram (i., 2, 10); lam (i, 2, 11); cam (i, 4, 6); ¢i (or ? ge, cfr.
i, 5, 65 i., 4, 13). 4)visarjaniya etc. 5)lacatavarga (i., 4, 5); tavarga,
tavarga (ii., 4, 46); ka- pavarga (ii., 5, 29). Thus the inflectional treat-
ment is here the same as in the other works already mentioned, and as
in them, we here also find compounds, e. g. yaralavaz (i, 1, 14), nanana-
nama’ (i., 1, 13), etec. ‘

In some instances the Katantra has the Paniniyan -t; e.g. et, ot.

By Panini’s system, 1) letters affected in a similar way are collectively
indicated by pratyaharas formed out of the Civasiitras, and these are

1) S8ee above p. 27.

2) These terms also figure as parts of samasa compounds: 8a-yam Tkaram (Rigv. pr. xiv.,
15); kakhapa-kara (Taitt. pr. viii., 28); sa-lakara (Ath. pr. i., 89); ri-shkkau (Kat. pr. i., 65);
a-canau (do. i., 85); sa-ya-vah (do. i., 111).
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inflected like ordinary nouns ending in consonants!), and they even form
parts of samasa compounds?. Again 2)to express a class of letters which
are phonetically allied (varga) the letter -u is affixed to the first of the
class, and the words thus formed are inflected like ordinary nouns in -u,
and are also combined in samasa®. Lastly to indicate special letters,
Panini uses A., for vowels: 1)the vowel followed by -t¥); 2)the vowel
itself®); in both cases inflection is allowed. B., for consonants: 1)the
consonant followed by -a which word is then inflected®); 2)by a special
name, e.g. ru (r)7.

The use of all these several ways of referring to letters is precise,
and has in each case a clearly defined purpose.

Thus if it is necessary to specially define a vowel, -t is added according
to the sitra—«taparas tatkalasya” (i., 1, 70). If the short vowel-sound
is itself used, this is to include the analogous modifications. If a vowel
is given with -t, it excludes all but what is actually written. Such con-
ciseness is unknown to the earlier books. By Rigvedapr. i., 13 the short
vowel also includes the long. Abstract nouns (e.g. etva) are formed from
letters even in the Pratigakhyas.

II. Analogous to the pratyaharas are the symbols used by Panini
and treated by him in the same way. Thus we find them inflected®), and
combined in samasa? just like real words.

And in some cases, such terms are still more compressed, several be-
ing formed into onel?),

Terminations are also inflected-like real words. It is possible that
this practice, as regards terminations at least, is older than Panini!».

1) e. g. ikah (gen. s.) i., 1, 3; halah (nom. pl) i, 1, 7; aj-jhalau (dual nom.) i., 1, 10;
ecah (gen. 8.) i., 1, 48; yanah (do.) i., 1, 45; alak (do.) i., 1, 52; acah (i, 1, 57); aci (i., 1,
59); acam (i., 1, 73).

2) e. g. ekal—i,, 2, 41. ekao, i., 1, 14. In all cases the rules relating to the use of the
plural and dual are accurately observed where such words are in samasa.

8) e. g. cuti—1, 8, 7.

4)e. g. ditau—i, 1, 19. .

5) e. g. of ri, wh (gen. sing.) i., 1, 51 etc.; vy-upadhah (i., 2, 26); a a (viii., 4, 68); ai (iii.,
4, 90).

6) mah (viii., 8, 23); mat (i., 1, 12); ra-para (i., 1, 51); nah and nak (viii., 4, 1); ra~-sha-
bhyam (do.).

7) viii., 2, 66 etc.

8)e.g. jas-i (i., 1, 82); ita (i., 1, T1); nitudavah (i., 8, 5); lingah (iii., 4, 102); letak (iii.,
4, 94). This is done with pure symbols, and also with symbols composed of a termination eto.
with anubandhas.

9) e. g. lukglulup-ak (i., 1, 61).

10) kknit-i (i., 1, 5).
11)e. g. Bhir-bhyam-para (Taitt. pr. viii.,, 14). Rau-dvivacananta (Ath. pr. ii., 47).

15
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Symbolic terms appear to have been nearly all invented by Panini;
but few occur in treatises of the older school, and there as interpolations.
Such being the case, they are inflected as in Panini’s Grammar.

The symbols used in the Katantra are inflected in exactly the same
way?l).

III. It is possible to trace the gradual separation of roots from the
words in which they appear, as the Brahmanas, which are unquestionably
older (except perhaps the Gopathabrahmana) than any grammatical trea-
tises that we possess, frequently discuss the etymology of words. I have
already?®) given some specimens of these primitive attempts; they do not
follow any regular system, but nevertheless show that roots were even
then clearly distinguished.

Roots (in the ordinary sense of the word) are not given in the Ni-
ghantus, but verbs are nearly always given in the third person of the
present tense, and are classified according to meaning?®. Yaska terms
these forms dhatu; but he, again, by no means follows any uniform system.
For the most part he gives the third person to express the roott, but
sometimes he uses a verbal noun for the same purpose®). There can be
no doubt, however, that he fully recognised the identity of the root though
it appears in various forms in some cases. Thus (Naig. ii., 1—p. 40) he
says: “Tad yeshu padeshu svarasamskdrau samarthau pradegikena gunena
nvitau syatam tatha tani nirbriuyad; atha 'nanvite 'rthe "pradegike vikare
rthanitya’ parizeta kenacid vrittisamanyena, ’vidyamane samanye ’py
axaravarnasamanyan nirbriyan; na tv eva na nirbriyan. Na samskaram
adriyeta, vigayavatyo hi vrittayo bhavanti. Yathartham vibhaktiZz sam-
namayet: prattam avattam iti dhatvadi eva gishyete. Atha ’py aster
nivrittisthaneshv &adilopo bhavati: staZz santi ’ty. Atha ’py antalopo
bhavati: gatvda gatam ity. Atha 'py upadhalopo bhavati: jagmatur jag-
mur ity. Atha ’py upadhavikaro bhavati: raja dandi ’ty. Atha ’pi var-
nalopo bhavati: tat tvi yami ’ty. Atha ’pi dvivarnalopas: trica ity.
Atha ’py adiviparyayo bhavati: jyotir ghano bindur vatya ity. Atha
'py adyantaviparyayo bhavati: stoka rajju’ sikatas tarkv iti.”  This

1) e. g. dhut (ii., 1, 18); dhauti (ii., 1, 19); jasgasau (ii., 1, 4); jasi (ii., 1, 15); sik (ii., 1, 5);
nik (ii., 1, 27). In a very few instances there is no inflection expressed.

2) Above p. 27. )

8)ii., 6, 14. 18. 19; iii., 14. 20. 21. 22, etc. ofr. Naig. p. 55 fig.

4)e. g. gaknoteh (p. 82); mamhateh (p. 83); hanteh (do.); kashatek (p. 40), etc. Hundreds
of examples could be given. .

8) See ¢.g. the various etymologies of Nighantu (on p. 81).
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passage and the following lines show eclearly how far Panini's great
predecessor had got in matter of technical system.

Yaska inflects the third person sing. pres. par. in just the same way
as the author of the Pratigakhyas, as I shall now show.

The Rigveda-pratigakhya has both grammatical roots (e.g. vritu)!) and
also the third person singular of the present again inflected or turned
into a noun, which serves the same purpose—dhator bibheter jayater
niya¢ ca?). In this last instance the two first-mentioned roots are given
in this way, as is most commonly done, in this Pratigikbya, and the last
only is given in what is now the usual form.

The Taittiriya pr. gives roots in a single instance ‘cha-khi-bhujeshu’®);
in the Katyayana pr. there are many instances: a) where roots have an
inflectional -a, -i, or -u added, e.g. sade (iii., 48), vridha (iii., 112), sahek
(iii., 121), ¢ase’ (iii., 122), ruhau (iv., 44), vahau (iii., 44), vémsau (v.,11);
b) where the consonant ending is left unaltered—rvridhavrijo# (iii., 112),
styastanok (iii., 68), anindhok (v., 33); c) where the third person (sing.
pres. par.) is again inflected: patau (iii., 27), sincatau (iii., 45), sidate’
(idi., 58), etc.)

The Atharva-pratigakhya agrees in this respect with Katydyanaprati-
¢akhya; we find in it—with -a: kripe (i., 64),—with i: bani-gamyok (i.,

. 86), vide% (i., 90),—with the natural final consonant: ¢an-man-dan-am
(@i., 87). There are also instances of the third pers. sing. present par.
inflected: rajatau (ii., 36), a-jahateZ (ii., 46).

In the Katantra we find both 1) the third person sing. pres. par. as
well as 2) roots, both used for the same purposes, e.g. 1) karotez (ii., 4,
49); 2) e.g. gup, tij, kit (iii., 2, 2); man, badh, dan, ¢an (iii., 2, 3), cur-
adi (iii., 2, 11), bhi-hri-bhri-huv-am (iii., 2, 21). It will be observed that
all the forms of roots noticed as yet are what may be termed natural
and are such as would be easily noticed from their use as adjectives etc.

Panini’s treatment of these roots is not quite consistent, but he uses
1) the old forms (3rd pers. sing. pres. par.) in only a few instances; in
all the remaining cases—an immense number—he uses 2) roots and
special forms, or—and this is an improvement of his own—3) in dhatu-
patha forms, or with indicatory letters added. For example: 1)indhi-bha-

1) ix., 2.
2) xiv., 16.
8) xiv., 8.
4) “Ind. Btudien,” iv., pp. 91-3.
15*
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vati-bhyadm (i., 2, 6); ety-edhaty-uth-su (vi., 1, 89); and inflected—eter
lingi (vii., 4, 24). 2) To these he adds vowels to facilitate inflection—
a.—Mrida-mrida-gudha-kusha-kli¢a-vada-vas-a4 (i., 2, 7). i.—grahi, svapi
(., 2, 8); gami, sricchi (i., 3, 29). w.—irnpu (i, 2, 3). In svid ete.
(@i., 2, 19) the natural consonant ending is left, and in di-dhi-ve-vit-am
(i, 1, 6) the roots are in their natural form. 3) e.g. ¢in (i., 2, 19); pan
(., 2, 22). But the roots are seldom in their dhatupatha forms: e.g.
stha is usually put, and not shtha. Such roots are all inflected: e.g. da%
(from v"da) in i., 3, 20; jex from V ji (i., 3, 19); bruva% (vii., 3, 93)
from V brii.

It thus appears that before Panini the grammarians understood by
dhatu: 1) parts of the verb, especially the third person singular present
parasmaipada which seems to be the form earliest thus used technically,
and 2) natural roots. Panini finally added roots such as we find in the
dhatupatha. The Unadi sitras follow the same system as Panini in
every way.

IV. The grammarians also inflect words already inflected or words
which are naturally uninflected; and this appears in the earliest treatises,
e.g. the Pratigikhyas. The most common instance is the use of the
third person singular of the present tense of verbs as already described!’;
next come inflections of indeclinable words—particles and prepositions.

In the Taittiriya pr. we find ay-am (ix., 14), av-am (ix., 15), ar-am
(x., 8), and &r-am (x., 9) as inflections of the sounds &y etc., but this
praticikhya generally gives concrete examples, and these are not treated
by inflection.

The Katyayana- and Atharva-pratigikhyas furnish many more ex-
amples. In the former we find: dyavek, as genitive of dyavi (iii., 67);
stuvantyam, as locative of stuvanti (iii., 70); teshu, as loc. plur. of te
(iii., 119); nek, as gen. of ni (iii., 58); kridhau, as loc. of kridhi (iii., 32);
tataxau (iii., 69); vajayanteshu (iii., 98) etc., and even some words are
left uninflected.

In the latter we find: shat-puras-o% (i., 63); iyas-ak (i., 89); pumsas-
i.e. of the word pums (i, 81). Panini (viii., 3, 6) has pumask.

The Katantra occasionally furnishes words with a secondary inflection
(e. g. alam-khalv-0% (last section, 1).

Panini, however, carried this practice to a surprising extent; with
him, every kind of word, real or artificial, inflected already or not in-

1) This is even done by the medisval commentators occasionally.
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flected, everything is capable of inflection. Thus e.g. anak (i, 3, 28);
samaZ (i., 3, 29); itau (i, 1, 16); taraptamapau (i, 1, 22); asmado (i.,
2, 59); nek (i., 3, 17); parivyavebhyaZ (i., 3, 18); adheZ (i., 3, 33); adaso
d., 1, 12); ge (., 1, 138); uhak @., 1, 17) etc. '

There is a curious circumstance connected with this grammar of
artificial words as developed by the Indian grammarians—the use of
gender as applied to these terms. It seems arbitrary—being masculine
apparently—not neuter as one would expect.

As will have been noticed in some of the above examples, the rules of
sandhi are often neglected in the case of grammatical fictions, and this
course is obviously necessary to preserve the integrity of the symbols in
question. Thus we find unadi where we should expect unnadi, and the
declension of such words as end in -s or a consonant is necessarily some-
what irregular. The Qakatayanavyakarana displays more such irregu-
larities than Panini.

The technical syntax of the grammatical technical language is also
an important subject; as I have already remarked (p. 43), it appears to
have been almost created by Panini. The siitras which regulate this
part of his technical system are i., 1, 49-50, 66 and 67. The Gakatayana-
vyakarana follows much the same system (i., 1, 57-60); but, apparently,
in order to make the siitras more concise we here find a new irregularity,
and compound words are always in the singular number.

There is very little of this in the Aindra treatises. The Rigvedaprati-
gakhya (i., 14) gives one such rule (“asdv amum iti tadbhavam uktam’)
by which the letter to be changed is put in the nominative and the re-
sulting letter in the accusative. This is done in the Katantra, Katyaya-
niya pr. (iii., 6-7 etc.) and Taittiriya pr. (e.g. v., 20). Panini, on the other
hand, puts the letter to be changed in the genitive, and the result in the
nominative, in which the Atharva pr. (e. g. iii., 44) mostly concurs, though
the older system is sometimes used also (e.g. iii., 46 and 52). A com-
parison of the rules in the Katantra and Panini, by which i, u, etc. before
a etc. become y, v, etc., will make this very plain. In Panini (vi., 1, 77)
the rule simply is: “iko yap aci”. In the Katantra four rules (., 2,
8-11) are found: “ivarno yam’”....; “vam uvarna’s”; “ram rivarna’k’;
“lam lrivarnak”. In both cases it is obvious that this technical syntax
has arisen out of abbreviations. Thus in the first the full sentence
would be: «ikas (sthane) yan aci (pare))”. In the last it would be:

1) Such a complete expression occurs in the Rigv. pr. e. g. xiv., 15.
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“«ivarno yam (apadyate)”’. This use of the locative case seems to be as
early as that of the accusative, for it occurs in the Rigvedaprati¢akhya
and in the other similar works; but Panpini’s rule (i., 1, 66) gives it a
precise meaning, and fits it into his system.

The above will give some slight idea of the numerous problems which
yet remain to be worked out in respect of Indian Grammar; some of these,
such as the history of the notion of ‘vikarana’, are of great interest, but
I must leave them for the present.-

D
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35

45
47
48
49
52

Additions and Corrections.

Lane:

14 For: third section read: second section
22 » Aindri » Aindri

note 4 Add: Profr. Weber (“Ind. Studien” xiii., p. 835) points out a passage much like
this in the Taitt. 8. vi.,, 4. 7. 8. The only C. now accessible to me—that by
Bhatta Bhaskara—throws no light on this passage as far as my present objeot is

oonocerned.
2 For: such a book read: such a book or books
28 » Kacoayanappakaranae o Kaccayanappakaranae
2 " Eluttadiyaram " ﬁluttabi-yiram

14 Add: urigssl is probably a translation of gunavacana, & term that is used in the
Cabdamanidarpana (Canarese),

38 For: upsarga read: upasarga
40 » laxana 2 laxana
82 " kan " -kan

2  Add: The M. Bhashya (Benares ed. p. 7, b.) has three sthanas.
note 10 , saptami ocours in Yaska (p. 87) etc.
» 11 ,  ofr. M. Bhashys, f. 9 J.
9 For: vinai read: vinai
after 238 Add: The Tami]l hes idam ‘place’ for person; so we find (in Yaska eto.)
sthana used with the same meaning.
note B8 Read: bhita-bhavishyad-vartamanah.

note Lniga Linga
8 Add: Yaska uses upadha in the original sense (p. 40).

18 For: older read: oldest
‘note 2, line7 oripani ” °ripani
note, line 8 , udac " udane -

13 »  gixukah ” gixakah

22 » oshtya® » oshthya°

28 » namam ” naman
note 2 " Siddanta° " Siddhanta®

14 " au ar » au av

Add: N. after Gargya; for Macakiya read Macakiya

4-35 For: which are anterior to read: some of which are probably anterior to
note 8 Add: India Office ed. p. 1872 (vol. iii.).

21 The Indian accounts of Panini (as of many other famous men in Sanskrit

literary history) closely resemble the medieval notions of Vergil’s life.

19 For: have read: leave

14 » Pratigakyas ” Pratigakhyas

16 » Rigveda® »  Rigveda°

21 Add: There is another C. by Annambhatta; see “Ind. Studien” iv., p. 832.
21 - For: Caitrukufl read: Caitrakuti
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120 Additions and Corrections.

Page: Line:

85 Add: It should be remarked that it was a fortunate circumstance that the S8anskrit
Grammar could be, more or less, applied to agglutinative or monosyllabic lan-
guages; had Sanskrit been of the Semitic type, this important instrament of
progress would have remained useless.

75 18 Add: Clerical errors often seriously alter proper names (see Féer's “Ktudes
Bouddhiques” p. 878 of the “Journal Asiatique” vol. v. of Series vii.); paleo-
graphy, only, can here demonstrate the true reading.

78 29 For: bhujayan read: bhujangan

81 81 T m Vetalapancavimeati, Cukasaptati , °vimgati, °saptati

87 11 A4dd: 1 should have added ‘san’ (i., 86) which is also used by Panini as & name
of the desiderative (ii., 4, 47; vi., 4, 16 etc.) as Profr. Whitney remarks in his
commentary on this sitra. )

» 38 For: a. read: e.

92 18 though his excellent though this excellent

95 5 Add: The words in ( ) are additions of the Grantha text; the Nagari text has
only ¢vrigeikrishyok kikan”.

98 27 For: (i, 1) and (i, 2) read: (i, 1, 11) and (i., 8, 11)
100 . 8 » nearly " merely
103 19-20 ” A.D. » B. C.

109 17 » grammars » grammarians

As on former occasions, I must urge as my apology for misprints, irregnlaritieb of trans-
cription and other errors, the circumstances that I am several hundred miles away from the
Press (communication with which is very slow), and that what I do, is done under constant
interruptions of every possible kind.

I hope that I have not left uncorrected any serious error likely to embarrass my readers.
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